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Beware leſt any Man ſpoil you through Philoſobiy and vain Deceit, 
aud not after Chriſt: For in him dwelleth ail the Fulneſs of the 
Godhead bodily. Coloſſ. ii. 8, 9. | 
| | 
QAuid Tibi viſum eſt, Homo Ariane, tam multa dicere, 9. pro 
Cauſa quæ inter nos agitur nihil dicere: Quaſi Hoc fit Ne. 
ſpondere poſſe, quod eſt Tacere non poſſe? 
Auguſtin, contr. Maxim. p. 677. Ed. Bencd, 
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T is now about Turee Years and à half ſince I of. 
fer'd to the Wirld A Vindication of Chriſt's Di— 
vinity, or A Lefenſe of ſome Queries, in an- 
fwer to a Country-Clergy-man. IPubin a few 
Months after the Publication, ſome Notice was taken of it 
in an Anonymous Pamphlet, intituled, Modcit Plea, &c. 
continued: Or A Brief Anfwer (zot ro my Deſenſe, 
but) to my Queries. To which I replied, ſoon after, as 
much) as J thought neeaful, in a Preface to my Eight 
Sermons. I was promiſed, in an Advertiſement at the 
End of Modeſt Plea, c. A large and particular An- 
ſwer to my Defenſe: Aad This, I pre, ume, is what 
bas now lately appear d, intituled A Reply to Dr. s 
Defenſe, Cc. under ibe ame of a Clergyman in the 
Country. To This the following Sheets are intended for 
a full aud diſtinct Anſwer : How far Toey are really ſo, 
or how far they come ſhort, is ſabmitted to the judicious 
Reader. 

The Book, which I here profeſs to examine, may be 
allowed to contain, in a mauner, The whole Strength of 
the Arian Cauſe, real, or artificial; all that can be of 
any Force either to convince, or to deceive 4 Reader, 
And if there appears to be a great deal more of the Ar- 
tificial than there is of the Real, there is certainly 4 
Fault in the Men; but, at the ſame Time, ſome great 
Defect in the Cauſe too, which wanted to be thus ſup- 


plied. For, whether we conſider the Hands ſuppos d to 


have been employed in drawing up The Reply, or the 
Time, and Pains ſpeut in reviſing and poliſhing ; we may 
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be confident, that had it been poſſible to find out any real 
and firm Foundation for Arianiim to reſt upon, it would 
never have been left ro ſtand upon Artificial Props, or to 
ſubhiſt by Subilety, and Management. 

This is not the Place to give the Reader a full Liſt 
of all the artificial Advantages made w/e of by Thoſe 
Gentlemen in ſupport of Arianiſm: A few Hints ma 
here ſuffice. Their aiſclaiming the Name all the while 
They are incalcating the Thing; to keep their Readers 
in Ignorance, and to ſfical upon Them by Surprize ; 
Ticir wrapping up their Dottrine in general, and con- 
fule Terins; to prevent its being narrowly look'd into, 
or purſucd in its remote, or even immediate Conſequen- 
cs : Their elaborate and ſtudied Prolixity in proving 
ſuch Points as no body calls in queſtion, and then ſlip- 
ping upon the Reader, in their ſtead, ſomething very 
d:fferent from them, without Any Proof at all: Their a- 
voiding as much as poſſible the de fenſive Part, where 
the main ſtrejs lies, and keepins Themſelves chiefly to the 
offenſive; perpetually obj<Cting to the Catholick Scheme, 
in/lead of clearing up the Difficulties which clogg their 
own: Tixir bending their main Force againſt our con- 
ſ:quential Dectrine, of Three Perſons being One God, 
iz/tead of direthy attacking our Premiſes that the divine 
Titles and Attributes belong equally to every one; 
a; to which the Scripture is very full and exprels : Theſe, 
aud other the like Artifices will be eaſily ſeen to run 
t hrotg hb their whole Performance. But their Maſter-piece 
of Subtlety lies in contriving a ſet of ambiguous and e- 
quivocal Terms, to put the main Queſtion into; ſuch 


may be capable of a Catholick Senſe, or at leaſt look 


very like it, in order to claim ſome Countenauce from Ca- 


 tholick, Avtiquity ; but ſuch as may alſo be drawn to an 


Arian Meaning, that ſo They may ſecure the Point which 


T hey intend. Thus, betwixt the Two Senſes, or Faces of 


the ſame Words, choſen for the Purpoſe, They ſhall never 
want Pretence or Colour from Antiquity, even while en- 
deadouring to prove Things the moſt oppoſite, aud 7 T5 
nant thereto in real Senſe and Significancy. Such is the 


convenient 
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eonvenient Uſe of equivocal Words, or Phraſes, when 
ingeniouſly made choice of, and managed by Rules 
of Art. | 
. In the following Papers, I have particularly endeavour d 
ro clear the Senſe of the Ante-nicene Church; and to 
windicate the ſame from Miſrepreſentation. All that re- 
mains to be done in This Preface, is to obviate T wo Ob- 
jections, of very different kinds, which have been lately 
made by Auen of very oppoſite Principles. One * pretends 
that we are very ſingular, in claiming the Suffrage of 
the Ante- Nicene Church in favour of the Athanaſian 
Dottrines : The Other Þ is for entirely waving all Searches 
into Antiquity, in relation to This Conttoverſy, as being 
either needleſs, er fruitle(s. 
I. As ro the firſt, we are confidently told, that few of 
the truly learned and impartial Athangſians Themſelves, 
from the very Days of their Founder, till our late 
Writers of Controverſy, Bp. Bull, Dr. Grabe, Dr. Va- 
terland, have denied the Truth of this Fact; that the 
Ante-nicene Fathers were generally againſt the Arhangs 
fran, and for the Euſebian Doctrines Xx. To Countes 
nance This Pretence, a long and pompons Detail of Atha- 
naſian Confeſſions (as They are called) are pack'd to- 
gether, and laid before the Engliſh Reader, | 
It will be proper here, in the Entrance, to examine 
what Truth or Fuſtice there is in this ſtrange Report; 
that ſo, Prejudices being remouv'd, The Reader may come 
with the preater Free to the Examination of w 
is offer d, in the following Papers, on the Head of An- 


tiquity. 
from the firſt Be- 


We muſt trace This Matter down 
ginnings of the Arian Hereſy, about the Tear 3 19, It 
may be known from Alexander, Biſhop of Alexan- 
dria, what Opinion the Catholicks in general then 


* Mr. Whiſfton in his Reply to Lord Nottingham. 
+ The Author of Two Letters, one to Lord Nottingham, the 
other to Mr. Whiſton. 

* Mr, Whiſtor's Reply to the Earl of Nortingbam, p. 3. Lt 
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bad of the Novelty of the Arian, or Euſebian * Do- 
ttrines. | 

In the Year 321. He with his Clergy, in their cit- 
: cular Letter t, repreſent the Arians, or Ark as fal- 
len into a great Apoſtaſy, and as Fore-runners of Anti- 
Chriſt. They exclaim againſt the Arian Dodirines in this 
manner, in Theſe Words; Who ever heard ſuch 
Things as Theſe? or who, that now hears them, 
is not aſtoniſh'd at Them, does not ſtop his Ears 
| for fear of polluting his Ears with ſuch Impurity of 
Doctrine? Who that hears St. Fohn declaring that 
iu the Beginning was the Word, does not condemn T hoſe 
that ſay that He once was not? &c. In Concluſion of 
the Epiſtle, compare Them with Hymenzus, and 
Philerus, and the Traytor Judas : And They anathemas= 
tixe Them as Enemies to God, and Subverters of Souls. 
Now, can we well ſuppoſe that Alexander a very pious 
and good Man, with great numbers of his Biſhops and 
Clergy, would have goue thefe Lengths in their Cenſure, 
bad They had the leajt Suſpicion rhat the Arian Dottrines 
were at all agreeable to the Faith of the Ante - nicene 
Churches? 

Two Nears after This, in the Year 323. The ſame 
Alexander, in his Letter ** o Alexander of Conſtanti- 
nople, perſiſts in the ſame warmth of Zeal againſt the 
Arian Noctrines. The Abettors and Favourers of them 
Ile ranks with the Ebionites, Artemonites, and Samo- 
. fatenians tt ( condemn'd Heretichs ) brands them as No- 
; velliſts of late appearingh, as Men that thought none 
| of the Antients worthy to be compared with them, pre- 
. rending to be the only wiſe Men Themſelves, and to be 
Inventors of Doctriges which never before centred into 


* Note, They were called Euſebians from Euſebius of Nicoma- 
dia, one of the chief Promoters of the Arian Cauſe. 

+ Extat. apud Athanaſ. p. 397, Ed. Bened. ap. Socrat, Eccl. 

e., 2: 5 

** Extat. Theodorit. E. Hiſt. I. 1. c. 4. 

++ Theodgr. E. H. p. 15. Ed. Cant. 
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Man's Head *. This was what Alexander thought of 
the Arians at That Time. Little did He ſuſpett that 
the Ante-nicene Church had been at all favourable to 
their Notions. 

In the Tear 325, as is well known, The Arian Doc- 
trines were proſcribed, and anathematized in the famous 
Council of Nice, conſiſting of 318 Biſhops very unani- 
mous in their Reſolutions, excepting a few Reclaimants. 
In their Synodical Epiſtle t. They declare that they had 
condemned the Arian Doftrines of the Son's being from 
nothing and That He once was not, as full of Blaſ- | 
phemy, and Madneſs, and ſuch as They had not Pa- 
rience to hear. So far were They from any apprehen+ 


fron that the Arian, or Euſebian Dottrines had been held 


by the Antient Church. This was the Year before Atha- 
naſius, (our Founder as Mr. Wh. calls Him) was 
Biſhop of the Church, and about 15 Tears before He drew 
his Pen in Defenſe of the Doctrines eſtabliſhed in That 
Council. 

Much about the ſame Time, the good Emperor Con- 
ſtantine, after 4 fair and full hearing of the Cauſe in \ 
the Nicene Council, bears his Teſtimony againſt Arius, | 
as being the firlt Broacher of That Doctrine, by the In- 
ſtigation of the Devil xXx. Aud He makes an Order ts 
have the Arians branded with the name of Porphyrians, | 
as being followers of the Pagan Porphyrius, either in 
their avowed Oppoſition to Chriſt ( as ſome think ) or 
in their adopting the Platonick Gradations into the Chri- 
ſtian Trinity; as others conjecture. 

In the Year 335, Marcellus aud Euſebius ingaged 
on oppoſite ſides: From which time Mr, Whiſton be- 


gins the Date of the Athanaſian Confeſſions. What 


He produces from Euſebius Himſelf is not to the Pur- 
poſe, ſince He rechons not Him with the Athanaſians, 
about whom our preſent Queſtion is However, it is 


* Theod. ibid. p. t7. 
+ Apud. Socrat. E. Hiſt. l. 1. c. 9. Compare Athanaſ. Vol. i. 
423. | 

F #* Socrat, K. H. I. 1. c. 9. p. 30. $ Ibid p. 31. 
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of uo great moment if Euſebius could ever ſo juſtly ap- 
* * Antient Doctors againſt Ck £5 I. 
cular Tenets: Many of which (as Euſebius as pleaſed 
to underſtand them) were undoubtedly Novelties. As 
zo Marcellus, He charges the Euſebian, or Arian He- 
reſy, as a Thing then newly invemed*. He gives up 
wathing in rejpett of the Ante-nicene Fathers im gene- 
ral, but in reſpett of Origen ouly: Whom He ſuppoſes 
to have been, in ſome Points; not very conſiſtent t. Nei- 
ther does He confeſs that Origen was entirely in the 
Sentiments of the Euſebians; but only that He agreed 
with Them in making the Son a ſecond Huy poſtaſis *: 
Which Marcellus ſcrupled to allow, not conſidering that 
Origen's Senſe of a ſecond Hy poſtaſis (intended only 
in oppoſation to the Noetian Hereſy ) was a quite diffe- 
rent Thing from what the Euſebians, or Arians were 
contending for. It is to be noted, that Marcellus and 
abe other Euſtathians were, for ſome Time, too nice and 
ſcrupulous about admitting Three Hypoſtaſes ; differ- 
75 therein from the wiſer and more judicious Athana- 

ans. | 
Aout the Year 352, Athanaſius wrote his Epi- 
ſtle concerning the Decrees of the Nicene Council, 
Nhat He thought of the Doctrine of the Ante: nicene 
Church, may appear [uffciently from one Paſſage, running 
thus. 

We give you Demonſtration that our Doctrine 
has been handed down to us from Fathers to Fathers. 


Caiphas, what Writers can you bring to father your 
Tenets? Not a Man can you name of any Repute 
for Senſe or Judgment: All abhor you excepting 
only the Devil, who has alone been the Father of ſuclr 


* Euſeb. contr. Marcell. I. 1. c. 4. p. 20. 
+ Euſeb. ibid. p. 22. 
* Euſeb. ibid. p. 22. 
++ Athanaſ. de Decret. Syn, Nicxa, p. 233. 
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Aam other Paſſages * of the like import may be pro- 
duced from Athanaſius: Vo cv where appeals 79 
conſtant Tradition, along with Scripture, for the Truth 
of his Doctrine, againſt the Arian Novelties. Neither 
are the pretended Con feſſions which Ar. Whiſton al- 
leages out of Him, of any the leaſt moment; amounting 
to no more than his propoſing of ſome Arian Objeilions ; 
which he auundantly confutes in the very Places, ſbeu- 
ing Them to be nething elſe but Miſrepreſentation and 


Calumny. 

* Near 355, Hilary, one of the greateſt Biſhops 
of the Weſt, aud who may be juſtly call'd the Weſtern 
Athanaſius, rote bis firſt Letter to Conſtantius the Em— 
peror; in which we have the following Teſtimony relating 
to our preſent purpoſe. 

Aſter 400 Years almoſt, ſince the only begotten 
Son of God vouchſafed to take pity on loſt Mankind, 
as if there had been no Hpoſtles before, or as if aſter 
their Martyrdoms and Deaths there had been u Chri/- 
tians, now at length is come abroad the Arian Pelti- 
lence, novel and direful, not a Plague of infected Air, 
but of execrable Blaſphemies. Have They then, Wh 
believed before, entertain'd falſe Hopes of Immortali- 
ty? It is but lte, we know, that "Theſe Imaginations 
have been invented by the Two Euſchins's, and War— 
ciſſus, and Theodorus, and Stephanus, and Acacius, and 
Menophantus; and the two ignorant and immoral 
Youths, Vrſatius and Valens, whoſe Letters are pub- 
liſh'd, and who are farther convicted by credible Wit- 
neſſes, ſuch as have heard Them, not ſo much piu, 
as barking againſt us f. In Another Treatiſe publiſh d 
Three Tears after, the ſame Hilary, having ſhown how 
He had received bis Faith from the Prophets, Evange- 
liſts, and Apoſtles, goes on thus: By Theſe have I bren 
taught to believe as I do: In This Faith am I imbued 
beyond Recovery, Pardon me, O God Almighty. 
that I ceo be mov'd from This Belief; bur 

* Athanaſ. p. 111, 262, 412, 502,676, 723. Ed. Bencd. 

T liar, ad Conſtant, Lib. 1. p. 1220. 
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I can die for it. This Age is Tardy, I concerve, in 
bringing me Thete molt impioxs Icachers: Thele 
Malters are too late for my Faith, a Faith which 
Thau haſt taught me. Such was my Faith in Thee, 
before ever I fo much as heard of Theſe Names: By 
Thee was I thus regenerated, and from that Time 
; forwards Thus am I ever Thine *. Such is the con- 

ſtant Strain of this Bliſed Saint; who eviry where 
' brands the Arian Dotirize as the new, novel, wpſtart 
: Ilerch, Folly, Madneſs; and the Broachcrs of it as the 
New Apoſiolale, Emiſſaries of Anti-chriit, Blaſphemers, 
and the like. Little did Ile ſuſpect, the a knowing and 
a learned Man, ihat Ary ſuch Dottirine had been re- 
ceiv d. or taught by the Ame-nicene Churches. 

About the Tear 3 6, Balil enter'd the Liſls in This 
Controver Ye Ie : [hall Hen þ | fad Him appealing to 
the Tradition of the Fathers for the Athanaſian Do- 
trine, His Confeſſion (ia Ar. Whiſton's Phraſe) re- 
latin /0 Gregory of Neocæſarca, aunts on to This, 
that Gregory had made ne of ſome Expreſſions which 
evil-minded Men had perverted to a falſe and bad Senſe, 
directly comrary to Gregory's true Aeanings Balil Him- 
ſelf bears full and clear Teſtimony to Gregory's Orihoa 
oxy; as Bp. Bull bas largely demonjirated **, beyond 
Contradliction. | | 

As to what Polil ſays of Dionyſius of Alexandria; 
that Fe was the ſleſt who laid the Secds of the Im- 
piety ot the .fumcans: Thus much, at leaſt, may be 
gatrcr'd from it, ihas, in Paltil's Judgment, none of 
the Writers brjore Dionyſius, (who wrote againſt Sa- 
bellius, about the Tear 259) had any Tincture of That f 
Impicty; but that the Ante- nicene Church in general 
Was very free from it. And as to Dionylius Himſelf 
(bowever hardly Palil igt once think of Him) Ile has 
ben abr dantiy Vinuicalta by Athanaſius ar ig the An- 
; Ticils, and by jeveral learned NL0arnis 
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+ Bau. contr, Eunola. I. 1. p. 5, De Spir. S. p. 167. Ep. 79. 
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na Baſil is ſaid to confeſs of Origen, ſhows that 


in his Opinion, Cu om and Common Conſent was, in Ori- 
gen' Time, on the Side of the Dotirines called At hana— 
tian; and that Origen Himſciß, ſomctimes at teajt, con- 
formed to it. But 1 ſhall vindicate Origen at large, in 
a proper Place. 

Nazianzen, 4 ener of Balil's, in more Places 
than one bea's Te/timony to the Ani iguity and uninterripi— 
ed Succeſſion of the Nicene Faith from the Times of the 
Apoſiles. As to a pretended Confeiiion of his looking 
the other Way, it will be conjider'd at large in the fot» 
lowing Sheets. | | 

Epiphanius, about the Tear 375, ſays, that the Apo— 
ſtolical Faith (that is, the Athanaſian in his Account) 
continued pure and uncorrupted till the Time of Arius, 
2% divided the Church *: And who by the Inſtiga- 
tion of the Devil, and with an Impudleut Forchead let 
his Tongue looſe anainſt his Lord f: So little did He 
imagine that Arianiſm as primitive Chriſtianity.“ 
Fe obferves fu ther, that had it not been for the ſubtie 
Practiſes of Eudoxius, Bijhop of Conſtantinople, in 
perucriing aud Corrupling the mot P1045 Emperor Valens, 
The ver, Women and Children, and ail that bad 
been in any toleral i: Atcaſatre in! rutted in Chriſtian 
Principles, would have reproved and routed the Arians, 
4s Blaſphemers and Muriherers of their Lord F*, c. 
Such was the Aſſurance the Athanaſians then had, that 
their Faith was tle ſettled and ſtanding Doctrine of the 
primitive Churches, all the World over, "till the Time of 
Arius. | 
As to Epiphanius' Opinion of Lucian, and Origen, 
(vo. ſingle Men) it was ſevere enough, and indeed not 
Jul: As Biſhop Bull hath abundantly proved. Tet, from 
Epiphanius's Cenſure of Origen, one may perceive plain- 
ly, that He thought the Ante-nicene Church in general, 
bath before and after Origen, to be of a wery cantrary 


* Epiphan. contra Hæreſ. 69. p. 728. 
+ Epiphan. p. 736. 
** Epiphan. E. 737. 
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Judgment to That which Ile condemns in Lucian and 

Origen, that is, to Arianiſm. 

At This Time lived Gregory Nyſſen; who about the 
Tear 381, encountred Eunomius, the Shrewdeſt and 
Sharpeſt Arian of That Age. In his Reply to Him, He 
tales notice that the Church had been in Poſſeſſion of This 
Doctrine, that God the Son is eſſentially true God, 
of the Eſſence of The True God: Aud that if Eu- 
nomius ſhould undertabę to confute That Doctrine, He 
ought to fix upon ſome firm and certain Principles where- 
on to proceed, and trace them down by juſt and regular 
Deductions, in order to come at his Concluſion. After 
He had ſaid This, He goes on in Theſe Words. 

Ler no one here tell me, that we ought alſo to 
give rational Demonitration of what we profeſs: Ir 
is {ufhcient Demonſtration of our Doctrine, that we 
have a Tradition coming down to us from our Fa- 
ther; a Kind of Inheritance ſucceſſively convey'd to 
us by the primitive Saints from the Jpoſtles Them- 
ſelves They that have changed thoſe Doctrinces for 
the preſent Novelty, will have very great nced of the 
Succours of Reaſon, and Argumentation; if The 
mean to convince, not the groveling Herd, or gidd 
Populace, but the grave, and ſtaunch Men, Men of 
Sobricty and Firmneſs. While They offer us Dif- 
courſes without any Argument or Demonſtration to 
{upport them, it is only playing the Fool, and is even 
Brutiſhly ſtupid : As if greater Regard ſhould be 
had to empty Talk, void of all Proof, than to the 
Doctrine of the Evangelifts, and of the Apoſtles , 
and their Succeſſors, The Lights of the Chriſtian 
Churches *. 

Here we ſee with what Confidence Nyſſen appeals to 
conſtant Tradition for the Truth of the Athanaſian Do- 
Eine: So little did He imagine that the Ante-nicene 
Faith was any way different from, much leſs repugnant 


to, his own. 


* Greg. Nyſſ. contr. Eunom. 1. 3. p. 125. 126. 
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1 may next mention a famous Caſe which happen'd in 
the Tear 383. The Arians, Eunomians, and Mace- | 
donians were then formerly and ſolemnly challeng'd by 
the Catholicks, to refer the Matter in Diſpute to the © 
concurring Fudgment of the Writers that lived before 
the Controverſy began: But They declined the Offer; 
refuſing abſolutely to put their Cauſe upon That Iſſue. 


This is deciſive in the Caſe, that the Athanaſians had 


all the Aſſurance imaginable as to the Faith of the pri- 
mitive Churches; and that the Arians were very ſen- 
ſible that their Dottrine could never bear ſo fair and 
juſt a Trial. The Story is thus told in Socrates, L. 5, 
c. 10. | 
The Emperor ( Theodoſſus) ſending for Wectarius 
The Biſhop ( of Conſtantinople) conterred with Him 
about the propereſt Method of putting an End to 
the Diſſentions, and reſtoring the Unity of the 
Church. He propoſed to have the Matter in Dif- 
pute, which had divided the Churches, to be fully 
canvals'd; that, removing the Cauſes of their Dit- 
ferences, the Churches might be reduced to Con- 
cord. Upon the hearing of This, Nedlarius was un- 


der ſome Concern: And calling for Ave/izzs the No 


vatian Biſhop, oft the ſame Faith with Himſelf, He 
acquainted Him with the Emperor's Deſign. He 
( Azelires ) tho' otherwiſe a very worthy Man, yet 
having no Talent for Diſputation, recommended Si- 


' finnins, his Lector, to engage in a Conference. Si- 


ſinnius was a Man of great Wiſdom, and Experience, 
well verſed in Scripture, and alſo in Philoſophy : 
But being very ſenſible that Diſputations generally are 


ö fo far from healing Differences, that They rather fo- 


ment and inflame them; He ſuggeſted ro Wettarius 


5 This Method. He very well knew that The Anti- 
| ents had ever avoided the aſcribing any Beginning of 


Exiſtence to the Son of God, believing Him to be 


| Coeternal with the Father: He adviſes therefore to ſer | 
aſide all logical Wranglings, and to produce The 
' Teſtimonies of the Antiems; leaving it to the Em- 


peror 
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peror to put the Queſtion to the Heads of the feve- 
ral Sets, whether They would make any Account 
of che Doctors of the Church who lived before the 
Difference began: Or, whether They would reject 
Them alſo, as Strangers to the Faith of Chriſt. For 
if They ſhould rye: Them, let Them allo pro- 


nounce an Anathema upon Them: Which if They 


ſhould dare to do, They will be immediately deteſt- 
ed by the Generality, and Truth will thus be mant- 
ſeſty victorious. But if They reject not the Antient 
Doctors, then will it be our Buſineſs to produce the 
Writings of the Antients, by which the Truth of our 
Doctrine ſhall be atteiicd. 

Thus far Socrates : win farther relates that NeQarius 
and the Emperor well approved of the Deſign, aud im- 


encaiately gut it in Execution. Whereupon the Heads of 


the ſeveral Secls were at firſt much ca:ſounded, and di- 
viacd among Juemſelves; ſome commencing what the Em- 
peror had prepaſed, and others not: but in Concizjiou 
e all chaſe rather io reſti the Cauſe folely en Logical 
Dilputation, than upon the Tefimonics of ide Antients. 
Thus the Dejitn came to nothing, This we may learu 
from it, war at That Time of Day when many pri- 
eaitive Iiritinrs, ſince laßt, were extant, The Athana- 
tans were very Willins aud deſirous to have their Caſe 
tried by the Veraict of the Antient Tifritersz beiug conſi- 
dent of Victory in Tat Aiethod: And that the Atians, 
as being ſuſrcently ſenjibie of te ſame Thing, prudently de- 
«lined ils 

Ur. Whiſton did net care to give more than ſhort , 
general Hints of Ilis Famous Challenge, and the Iſſue 
of it: But He endeavours io wind and turn Himſelf e- 
very way jo evade its Force x. He pretends, firſt, that 
the Quejtiou between the Athanaſians and their Adver- 
faries, was not whether the Antients admitted the Co- 
eternity of the Sou, but whather They admitted his 
Exiſtence to have bees without any Limitation of 


* Whiſton's Reply to Lord Nottingham. Append. p. 63. 
h mes 
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Time: A. if the Athanaſians intended no more than 
that the Antients never aſſign'd any particular Point of 
Time for the Son's Beginning. But not to mention how 


| filly fuch a Challenge had been, and Low unſerviceabit 


4 


Lanta Santo eee 


ſuch a Diſcuſſion to the Athanaſian Cauſe, which requi—- 
red a great deal more than That comes 10; 1 ſay, not to 
mention This, Socrates and Sozomen's Acccunt of That 
Aﬀair ſuſfciently obviate every ſuch weak, Surmiſes, 


or Inſinuation. Both ſay, that Siſinnius weil kazow | 


that the Anticnts never durſt aſcribe any Beginning at 
all to the Sow: And why? Becanje They thought or 
belicved Him to be coeternal :5:h the Father Xx. The 


Queſtion then was not, whether the Antients had A, 


any particular Time of the Soa's beginning to cxiſt : 
But whether They aſcribed Any Beginning at all ts 
Him. And Siſinnius was ready to maintaia that The 
aſcribed no Beginning to Ilias, but believed Him to be 
cocternal, 

Ar. Whiſton has another very extraordinary Eva- 
fron, that The antient Doctors, appealed to, were not 
Thoſe of the Three firſt Centuries, but only ſuch as 
Father Euſtathius, Farther Marcellus, Father Alexan- 
der, &c. about, or a liitle before the Council of Nice. 
A very likely Matter, indced, that the Emperor ſhould 
as the Arians whether They would be tried by the Ver- 
diet of Tizafe wio had before condemn'd the Arians by 
Name: Or that the Arians ſhould be at ail afraid of 
pronozencins an Anathema upon ſuch as Father Euſta- 
thius, or Father Marcellus, 2 had been depoſed aud 
condemned by the Eulebians, er Arians before: One in 
a Synod at Antioch, A. D. 329. The other in a Synod 
ar Conſtantinople, A. D. 335. Socrates obſerves , 
that the Hcads of thoſe Parties durſt not anaihematize 
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thoſe Antient Doctors, leſt the People ſhould abhor Them 


or ſo doing; or as Sozomen expreſſes it, leſt their own 
Party ſhould take Offence, and deſert Them * : Is it at 
all likely that their own Party ſhould take ſuch Offence 
in This Caſe, or ſhould pay any great Re pect and Defer- 
ence to the Memory of Eultathius, Marcellus, c.? Be- 
fides This, Thoſe Antient Doctors are filed oi TaXaun, 
4 Word not very proper for ſuch as lived but about 50 
or Go Tears before; and ſome of them alive within ten- 
25 nay within ten Tears of the Time: As is particu- 
arly true of Marcellus, 2% died A. D. 374. Add to 
This, That Socrates and Sozomen are expre/s that the 
Antient Doctors appealed to, were Thoſe that lived be- 
fore the Riſe of the Differences + : (as common Senſe 
alſo muſt tell us They ought to be) And who could Thoſe 
be but the Ante-nicene Fathers? 

Come we now down to the next Century , begin- 
ning with 400, where we find Rufhnus 4 ſirenuons Ad- 
vocate for the Faith of the Ante-nicene Church as con- 
formable to his own. The Pretended Confeſſions which 
are partially repreſented from Ilim, amount to little 
more than This, that Origen's and the Two Clemens's 
their Works were originally Orthodox, but had been 
afterwards corrupted, and interpolated by Heretichs in 
ſome Parts of them. This ſhovs what Ruſhnus really 
thought of the Orthodoxy of the Ante- nicene Writers 
Themſelves, that They were of the jame Faith with the 
Athanaſians. Aud tho Jerom endeavours to expoſe Rut- 
finus's Account, with all the Keenneſs and Satyr of an 
Aaverſ/ary; yet He Himſelf was forced to allow it in the 
main, and almoſt to ſay the ſame Thing. It may be, ſays 


He, that They erred in their Simplicity, or wrote ith 
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T Ta, Te) Th, di teh £9 Th EXSANT IG go VT WV DUTY v. 
Socr. p. 273. 
Ugo Ta eig Ti: dr, , 2 dsh, 2 a lata v 
a’ ve SOCLOM, p. 292. 
| ; | 4 


6 - 8 & aa U 7 — 
r hes ad Ps wr : 


r oe ow. 


* 


” a 


* 


| 
Y 
| 
2 


The PREFACE. xvii 


different Meaning, or that their Writings have been 


* rrupted by little and little, by unskiltul Tranſcribers; 


or however, that before the Riſe of the Meridian Dæ- 
mon, Arius, They might ſpeak ſome Things innoccnt- 
ly, and incautiouſly. 

The Pretended Confeſſions out of Jerom, relate chiefly 
zo Origen 3 whoſe Caſe will be. conſidered at large in the 
following Sheets: And ſo I need not here ſay more of it. 
The like may be ſaid of Theophilus. | 

We may now come down to St. Auſtin, who delivers 
his Mind in the Words here following, in his Treatiſe of 
the Trinity, 2 in the Tear 416. 

All the Catholick Interpreters of the Old, or 


New Teſtament, that I could read, who have wrote 
before me on the Trinity which is God, intended 


to teach, in Conformity to Scripture, that Father, 


„ 


Son, and Holy-Ghoſt do by the inſeparable Equality 


of one and the ſame Subſtance, make up the Unity 


divine f. Sarely, St. Auſtin muſt have rechon'd the p 


Ante-nicene Dottors among his Catholick Interpreters, 
of whom He gives this full and plain Teſtimony. What 
He has ſaid of Origen, will be conſidered in Another 

' Place: 
I paſs over Anaſtaſius, aud Juſtinian's pretended Con- 


feſſions, as rejpetting none but Origen. 


Photius is an Author of the Ninth Century; who is 


* known to have been often too ſevere in his Remar's apon 
the Ante-nicene Mriters: Not conſidering the Difference. 
| of Times, or how unreaſonable it is to expect that Theſe 


| who lived before the Riſe and Condemnation of Ferefies, 


| ſhould come up to every accurate Form of Eæpreſſion, which 
long Experience afterwards Fram neceſſary, to guard 
Hl 


Practices or provoking 


| the Faith, azainſt the ſu 2 
Inſults of its Adverſaries. Biſhop Bull has abundatiy 


' ſhown, how eaſy it is to vindicate the Ante-nicene Fa- 


thers againſt every Thing that can be ol jecte ont of 


Photius. 


* Auguſtin, de Trin. I. 1. c. 3. p. 753. 
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Leaving the Antients, we may now deſcend to Mo- 
derns, to ſee what Fudg ment They have made in the pre- 


ſent Queſtion. 


Cardinal Perron, no longer ago than the Reign of 
King James I. (A. D. 1620.) began the Pretence, that 
the Arians Themſelves would readily ſubmit to be tried 
by the Doctrine of the Ante-nicene Writers, The Oc- 
caſion of it was This: The Proteſtants having well 
ſtudied the Fathers, were now willing to reſt their 
Cauſe, not * Scripture only, but Fathers too; ſo far 
at leaſt as the Three firſt Centuries. And They thought 
that a much greater Deference was due to the Fudgment 
of thoſe early Ages of the Church, than to That of the 
Ares ſucceeding : Iſhile the Romaniſts were uſed to value 
the latter equally with the former, or even to give them 
the Preference. The Cardinal, being preſs'd in Diſpute 
on this Head, could think of no better an Anſwer than 
Tat before = mention d. What Mr. Whillon calls his 
Confeſſion, is, in Truth, nothing elſe but a poor 
Pretence, or Subterfuge, made uſe of in a Caſe of Ex- 
trexzity, only to jerve 19e Intereſts of the corrupt Church 
of Rome. 

Fiſher, the Tcluit, ia the Tear 1626 ſeconded the Car- 
dinal ia rhe ſame Plea, and apon the ſame Views: But ſtill 
little Notice was taken if it, till 4 greater than Both, 
The Jeſuit Petavius (who in the Tear 1622 had inti- 
mated Somcthing of it, in his Notes upon Epiphanius) 
did by his learned Ii ritings on the Trinity, (A. D. 
1644) give ucw Countenance and Credit to it. Ard 
if we conſider well the Time when Petavius firſt began 
to tal; in That Mauner, (a very little after Cardinal 
Perron had open'd the way to it) or the Uſe that 20a: 
to be made of it in Regard to the Intereſts of the Ro- 
miſh Cauſe; Fe may be ſuſpecled, by Proteitants, 70 
have had ſome Biaſs in This latter, without any Breach 
of Charity *. Some learned Romaniſts, ſuch as Huc- 


* See Bull Proem. 5. 8. p. 6, Nelſon's Life of Bull, p. 287. 
(3748. Praztat, ad Dell; Opera, 
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tius, and Valeſius, ſcrupled not to join in ſome meaſure 
after ſo great an Authority) in the like Charge againſt 
the Ante - nicene Mfiters; referring to Petavius for 
Proof of it. This pajs'd for a while, till the Uni— 
tarians began to take Advantage of it, and to triumph 
upon it. In the Tears 1658, and 1662, Daniel Zwick- 
er made his Boaſis of the Ante - nicene Fathers as fa- 
vouring Arianiſm: Ard tho Comenius and Hoorn- 
beckius enter d the Liſts againſt Him; They were hard- 
ly thought a ſuſficien Match for Him. In the Tear 
1676, Sandius ſeconded Z wicker in the Arian Cauſe: 
In the Tear 1678, our Country-man Dr. Gardiner pro- 
Jeſſedly undertook to clear, and defend the Orthodoxy of 
the Ante-nicene IWriters : And ſeveral controverſial Lei- 
ters paſi'd between him and Sandins. The next that en- 
aged in the ſame Cane was the learned Le Moyne, in 
the Tear 1684. Soon after, in the Tear 1685, followed 
Biſhop Bull, then a private Clergymau; who ſo learned- 
ly, and ſo effeclually defended the Ante-nicene Faith, that 
the Arian Cauſe has been finhing under the eight of his 
elaborate Pieces ever ſince, 

Iſhen Biſhop Bull's Books came to be known abroad, 
They met with the muniverſal Eſjtcem of the Learned 
in Europe, as well Papiſts as Proteſtants; 749 from 
That Time at leaſt, have appeared generally well ſatisfied 
in the Faith of the Ante- nicene Writers, and have ſtood 
up in Defenſe of it. As to Protcitants, 1 might men- 
tion our own Country-men, Biſhop Stillingflcet, Dr. Cave, 
and many others to whom I take leave to ada the very 


pious and learned Dr. Grabe, who long reſided among us. 


As to the foreign Reform'd, Fabricius, and M. Bayle, 
two very learned Men, have declared Fhemſelves in Fa- 
vour of the ſame Sentiments : As alſo have ſeveral other 
learned Proteſtants abroad, whoſe Names and Treatiſes are 
recited by Fabrictus*, As to Romaniſts, / might mention 


M. Boſſuet, late Biſhop of Meaux, with the Clergy of 


* Fabric, Biblioth. Græc. Vol. 8. p. 312, Kc. 
1 France &, 
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France *, and even the beſt learned Men amongſt them. 
Du Pin is one who has taken all Occaſions of anſwering 
the Objections made to the Ante - nicene Writers in the 

ticle of the Trinity: Noel Alexander, and Lewis 
Thomaſſin have done the ſame. So alſo has M. Maſſuet 
as far as conceru'd Irenæus; whereof He is Editor. 
Montfaucon has done the like, ſo far as properly came in 
bis Hay ; tho" He gives up Euſebius, who is not in 
Strictucſe to be reckon'd with the Ante-nicenes. But the 
learned Le Nourry has exceeded Them all, in his Ap- 
paratus ad Bibliothecam maximam; where He is ſo 
zealous in defending the Ante - nicene Writers in gene- 
ral, That Ile will ſcarce allow Biſhop Bull to have done 
TFaſtice to ſome of Them; particularly to Tertullian, and 
Lactantius, 2wh0m therefore He undertakes to vindicate 
even beyond what the Biſhop had pretended. Thus ſtands 
the ater of Fail among the Learned Moderns; to 
whom 1 might add ſeveral now living amongſt us, whoſe 
Names I am willing to ſpare. What ihen can be meant 
by Tie ſtrange Report made of the Athanaſians, from the 
Days of ibeir Founder? A Report without Truth; ana 
J had almo}? ſaid, without any Sobriety, or Modeſty. 
Enough hath been ſaid to take off the pretended Singu- 
larnty of our Appeal to, the Ante-nicene Mriters, in 
This Controver,y. It remains ouly to throw in a Word 
or two, in anufer to Another Objection of a very diffe- 
rent kind. | | 

II. There was a Pamphlet pabliſh'd the laſt Tear, 
intizuled Two Letters, &c. One to the Farl of Not- 
tingham, the Other to Hr. Whiſton. The Author 
writes on the Orthodox Side, and has ſaid many ex- 
cellent Things, which deſerve Commendation. But as 
Hie has took the Freedom to paſs his Cenſure upon Others, 
He will give me leave, I doubt not, to uſe he like Free- 
dom with Him. What I moſt find fault with, is his 
narrowing too much his own Bottom, and his umbary 


* Nelſon's Life of Bull, p. 344, 385. | 
| Sapping 


* 
3 
U 
4 
x, 
* 
* 
X 
© 
% 
9 j 
7 


a a. a _ WW 


_ CY 


— DOS." ,,. OW: V 


Wm 3 


The PREFACE. xx 


Suapping the Foundation on which He ſtantis. To avoid 
Perplexities and Uncertainties (as He is pleaſed to call 
' them) He is for waving all Searches imo Antiquity, 
Aud is for confining the Debate to Scripture alone: And 


becauſe many Texts made uſe of in this Controverſy have 


not been perfectiy ſettled to the Satisfaction of Both Par- 


ties, as to Readings, Tranſlations, or Interpretations , 
and it requires ſome Learning and Critical Skill to fix 


aud aſcertain Them; Theſe Texts therefore are to be 


laid aſide alſo, and the Merits of the Cauſe left ta 


bie tried by thoſe only that remain; Such as have never 
yet been diſputed by the Aaverſaries, or againſt 
which They have nothing to ſay. Pref. p. 8. He 


does not conſider. 

I. The «Difficulty of finding out any Texts, of real 
Weight in This Controverſy, which have not been con- 
troverted, either as io their Reading, or Tranſlation, 
or Interpretation. 

2. That the ſtrongeſt and moſt important Texts are 
Thoſe which have been controverted; and for That very 
reaſon, becauſe They are the ſtrongeſt, cc. For, it was 
worth the while for the Adverſary to rack, Invention, and 
to call in all the Succours of Learning aud Critical Skill 
to aſſoil Them, if poſſible, and to wreſt them out of our 


' Hands, Thus, The firſt Chapter of St. John has bad 
. more Pains and Art jpent upon it, by our Adverſaries, 


than any other part of Scripture. 
3. That, if once the Iſſue of the Cauſe be put upon other 


Texts which have been more neglefled, it will be as eaſy, 
na much eaſier, to invent ſome Preteuce or other againſt 
| The 8 Verſion, or Conſtruction, te defeat every 


Argument built upon Them. 
4. That therefore the Method which this Author pro- 
Poſes, is in Reality ( without intending it) laying the 


|. Weight of rhe Diſpute upon what leaſt deſerves it , and 


can leaſt of all bear it. It is deſerting our ſtrong Holds, 
and engaging the Adverſary upon unequal Ground, aud 
at the greateſt Diſadvantage: In a word, it is ra — 

| 0 
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poſe, and betray The Cauſe which we are endeavouring 
to ſupport. 

What I have here obſerved in relation to our Uſe of 
Scripture - Texts, is in ſome meaſure applicable to the 
Teſtimony of the Antients. The Rggſon why This alſo 
has been jo warmly and reſolutely conteſted with us, is 
becauſe it is of real Weight, and of very conſiderable 
Moment for determining the main Queſtion. It would 
be a very wea", Thing to give up ſo momentous 4 Point 
as That is, only becauſe it has been conteſted ; That is, 
becanſe it is worth the contending for. If the illiterate 
Fulgur be not competent Judges of This Branch of the 
Diſpute (as indeed They ſcarce are of any Diſpute thro 
its whole Compajs, tho" confined ro Scripture alone) yer 
there are Others, whom the Vulgar will take for their 
Guides in this Matter, (and they ought to do ſo) who 
can underſtand, and judge of it. 

The Author had but little Reaſon to be concern'd at 
Ar. Whiſton's Followers boaſting of his Performance as 
a Victory, in regard to the Antients: It was natural 
for Them ſo to do, either thro! Tgnorance, or thro' Pre- 
judice, where They had no manner of Reaſon. Knowing 
and impartial fdges will eaſily ſee the Difference betwee 
obtaining a Victory, and giving the laſt Word. I muſt 
do my Lord Nottingham the Juſtice ro ſay, that Ie 
effectually perſormid his Part, with great Integrity, Learn- 
i27, ad Acuteneſs; with the Exattneſs of a Scholar, and 
the Judgment of a compleat Divine. Had Air. Whi- 
ſton, in his Reply, confined Himſelf, (as He ought 10 
have done, and as My Lord very juſtly had required of 
Him) to Thoſe Points, and thoſe Citations only , which 
were before in Debate, inſtead of pouring in new Imper- 
tinencies, and many foreign Matters, to conceal and co- 
der his Defeat; the very meaneſt Reader muſt have 
feen plainly, on which Side the Advantage lies. But to 

return, 
The low Notion which This Gentleman every where, 
bro Both his Letters, appears to have conceived of the 
| 8 | Primitive 
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1 Primitive Saints, may, 1 hope, be corrected by his more 
of  Lareful peruſing Them, when diſpoſed to it. His Chief 
he Argument againſt Them, (viz. that the Adverſaries have 
lo been able to raiſe Cavils, aud to perplex their Mean- 
ing.) will carry Him farther than He is well aware ; 
le even to the laying aſide, not ſome Texts only, and Thrſe 
„ of the preateſt * * as it hath already done ; but Thuſe 

very Texts on which He would, at length have the whole 


at 

. Streſs of the Controverſy laid. If This Gentleman be « 

155 ) : — 
Yo opinion, as He declares in his Preface, that the Gates ot 


' Hell ſhould never prevail over That Foundation, over 
» _ the Doctrine of Chriſt's Divinity; Aud if He thinks 
it of ſuch Moment that Later Ages have univerſally ad- 


= herrdl to it, (A Point which mould be diſputed with Hint 
ho as well as the other, were it of half the Moment or 
Concern as the other) certainly He muſt think it of ſome 
4 Importance to clear and vindicate the Faith of the moſt 
1 pure and primitive Churches in This Article; leaſt other 
We wiſe what He calls the Foundation (if it cannot be pro- 
Y ved to have been conſtantly upheldd) appear at length not 
6 to be the Foundation, but rather ſo much Wood, Hay, 
> or Stubble built upon it. To conclude, as I would not 
ot © detract from the Merit of whatever This worthy Gentle- 
JT, man has well urged in Proof of our Lord's Divinity; 
„ _ fo neither were it adviſabk in Tim, to detratt from Thoſe 
„„ who in Defenſe of the ſame Cauſe, and ta very excel- 
i feen Purpoſe, have laboured in jearchiag both Scripture 
„% aud Antiquity. 
of | To the Law and to the Teſtimony let the Appeal be 
h in the firſt Place; and next to the united Suffrage of 
„ | the Primitive Churches, as the beſt and ſafeſi Comment 
A upon the other, On Theſe Te Pillars will our Faith 
IM for ever ſtand, firm and unmovable, againſt all Attempts; | 
70 whether of vain Philoſophy, to barter the Doctrine, 


or of vainer Criticiſms 10 corrupt or ſtifle the Evidence: 
And the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it. 
4 1 ſhould here advertiſe the Reader, that in the follows 
ins Papers I have endcavorred alway to expreſs my ſelf 


ally 
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fully, and yr in the moſt material Points * But © 
as to Incidental Matters of ſlighrer Moment, I have ſome- 
times, purely for the Sake of Brevity, paſs'd them off in 
general Hints only; ſuch as will not be perfettly under- 
ſtood without looking into The Reply which am an- 
ſering, or ſometimes into my former Defenſe. 

I ſuppoſe, the inquiſitive, and ſuch as have Leiſure will 
wot think, it much Trouble to compare all the Three to- 
gether, as they read; eſpecially where any Thing occurs 
which may appear obſcure by reaſon of its Brevity. As 
to others, They will be content with a more confuſe 
and general Perception of ſuch Parts as are of leaſt Con- 
cernment, and require a little more Pains and Care in 
the Examining than T hey have Leiſure, or Inclination 10 


ſpend upon them. 


N 
page 16. in Not. q. for Neger vo- read gg. P. 23. 


. 16. for one of read one and. P. 30. I. 14. read Jai xlv. 

. Gr. in Not Þ read Page 48. P. 63.1. 15. read 1 John. 
P. 116. 1. ult. for p. 45. read p. 50. P. 120. Not. 5. Pag. 51. 
P. 136. Not. * read. p. 104. P. 264. I. 6. for Word 
read World. P. 297. l. 16. for 91. read. 96. P. 298. 
I. ult. for 61, go. read 66, 95. P. 300. I. 7. for p. 156. 
read p. 161. P. 309. in Not. I. 2. add wag wa©®- for 


ex1Cwymin@®>. Vid. Baſ. contr. Eunom. 2. p. 267. P. 362. 
I. 25. for having read have. P. 374. 1. 17. read Luke xxiv. 5 2. 


P. 401. Not. * for 94. read 99. P. 402. Not. ** 
for 69, 109. read 74, 114. P. 415. Not. * for. p. 202. 
19. Net. p. 87; P. 436. 1. 14. 
for p. 72. read p. 77. P. 444. 1. 28. Origination in. 
P. 455. in Not. I. 7. for p. 215 read 218. P. 488. J. 
20. for Head read Heads. 494. Il. 11. for is read his. 
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, E's U begin with big Words: You have, you 
lay, clearly ſhewn, that Dr. W'.s Notion is entirely 
contrary to Reaſon, Scripture, and all primitive 

Antiquity. Your Deſign, no doubt, is to magrity your 

Work, and to help it forwards in the Opinion of the 

Reader. But wife Men will not expect much from a 

Performance that nceds a Proclamation in the Entrance: 

Had your Arguments been juſt, and your Proofs clear ; 

a Reader might have been truſted to find them our. 

You proceed to complain of my Manner of Writing, as 
being greatly fitted to deceive. You apprehend, it ſeems, 
that it may ſtill have ſome Influence, notwithſtanding that 
you have ſo clearly, and ſo entirely confuted it: Which, if 
it does not betray a great Degree of Mliſtruſt, isa very ill 
Compliment to the Underſtanding of your Readers. 

After this general Charge, you go on to particular 
Complaints, drawn up in Form. 

1. The firſt is, my Entitling my Book, A Vindication 
of Chriſt's Divinity: Being ſo rude as to inſinuate, that 
the Men I have to deal with, are Inpugners of Christ's 
Divinity. I confeſs the Charge; and am fo far from 
thinking it a Fault, that T have aſecond Time verv deli- 
berately done the ſame Thing, in This very Treatiſe. 
Till you give us a better Account of our Lord's Divinity 
than you . hitherto done, T mult perſiſt in it: Becauſe 
it is very proper that the 95 be made juſtly enen 
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of your Prevarication, and indeed ſhameful Banter, in 2 
momentous Artick of the Chriſtian Faith. TI uſe the 
Word Divinity in the plain and uſual Senſe of it, as the 
Chriſtian Church hath long done. I know of no Divi- 
my, but ſuch as I have here defended. The other, 
falſely ſo called, is really none. While you maintain the 
Principles you do, I muſt look upon you as [mpugners, 
of Chriſt's Divizity; well knowing, that the Chriſtian 
Church in all Ages would have thought the ſame of you, 
and that your Doctrine was condemned as Blaſphemy, 
long before Arius appeared; and that, upon his firſt Ap- 
pearance, He and his Adherents were charged, as you 
now are, and very jullly, with denying the Divinity of 
their God and Saviour, * 

You have invented a very ſoft Name for it : It 15 not 
denying the Divinity of Chriſt ; but is 1s differing about 
the particular Manner of Explication of That Doctrine. p. 4. 
Which Pretence, hike many others, has a great deal more 
of Art, than of Solidity in it. Explaining a Doctrine is 
one Thing, explaining it away, is quite another. There 
is ſome Difference, for inſtance, between explaining the 
Doctrine of the Reſurrection of the Body, and explainin 
the Texts relating to it in ſuch a Manner as to make vols 
the very Doctrine it ſelf. When Baſlides, Valentinus, 
Cerdo and AMlarcion, ſo interpreted Scripture, as wholly to 
deſtroy the Supreme Divinity of the Creator, or God of 
Iſrael; was This, think you, no more than differing 
coacerning the particular Manner of Explication of his 
Divinity? They acknowledged, indeed, his Divinity {till ; 
that is, in Words, and in Scripture- Words too ; but in 
a Senſe peculiar to themſclves. The plain Truth is, Vou 
and We differ about the Senſe of Scripture, in the Queſti- 
on of Chriſt's Divinity. We find Chriſt's Divinity in 
our Bibles : You find not the Doctrine there. Accor- 
dingly, we aſſert Chriſt's Divinity, and you deny it; 

1 T Nn rs cure 1a Ape E. Alexand. Epiſt. apud 
Theod. E. H. I. 1. c. 4. p. 10. 
| Aproywrvus Ty Yomme TS ,, "YL mr vro i Þv Ahmed, 
an in gie ar imyoa, , Kc, Athan. ad Adelph, p. 9 wy 
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that is, you deny the Thing, and retain nothing but the 
Name. The Difference then is, not concerning the 
Manner of explaining our Doctrine, (which with you 
is no Doctrine) but concerning the Manner of explainin 
the Texts which relate to it, You ſpeak of Chriſt's Di- 
vinity however; you have ſome Awe and Reverence for 
the Language of the Church, tho' you have left her Faith. 
Some Concern you have alſo for your own Characters, 
and for the Intereſt of the Cauſe you are engaged in; 
which can never prevail, no not with the Populace, but 
under the Benefit of a Mask. If it be asked why we have 
no ſuch Doctrine as That of the Divinity of Angels, and 
of Magiſtrates, (called Gods, in Scripture,) or why the 
Divinity of Chriſt ſhould be aſſerted, while the other is 
abſolutely denied, I am perſuaded, you will be much at 
a Loſs for any ſati factory Anſwer, upon your Principles. 
It will be a vain Thing for you to plead, that you aſſert 
as much of Chriſt's Divinity, as Scripture hath aſſerted. 
For, were the Fact really ſo, (as it certainly is not,) Then 
indeed Scripture might juſtify you in your Denial of 
Chriſt's Divinity; but it can never juſtify you in calling 
That Divinity which, according to the Language of the 
Church, and ju{t Propriety of Speech, you your ſelves, 
as well as we, know to be none. 


You tell me, that the 2yhole and only Deſign of the Au- 
thors I oppoſe, has been, ſoberly, and in the Fear of God, to 
collect and conſider what it is that our Saviour himſelf and his 
Apoſtles have in Scripture taught us, concerning That Doctrine, 
ſeparate from the metaphyſical Hypotheſes of fallible, and 
contentious Aen. Now, to pals by the extraordinar 
Civility of theſe Reflections upon others, and the Modeſiy 
of > rh ſo much to your ſelves; as if you had no 
Hypotheſes, no metaphyſical Fancies, were never contentions, 
ſcarce fallible, like other Men: Waving This, yet give 
me Leave to ſay, that be your Deſigns ever ſo good, your 
Intentions ever ſo fober, and your Scarches directed in 
the Fear of God; if the Reſult of all be, that you ca: 
fond Chriſt's Divinity (properly fo called) it Scripture, 
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you ought not to pretend, either that you are Advocates 
for Chriſt's Divinity, or that Any Man is to blame for 
charging you as Impugners of it. 

You fay farther, that by the Divinity of Chriſt, I 
mean my own 1 metaphyſical Explication of it. A 
Suggeſtion as falſe, as it is mean. For neither is my Senſe 
any particular Senſe, but the common Senje of all Men, 
learned or unlearned, that know the Difference between 
God and Creature: Neither is there any thing of Aſetapiy- 
ficks in it, more than there is in the Declaration of the 
God of Iſrael, as often as He proclaimed Himſelf to be 
God, (in Oppoſition to ſuch as were no Goas,) on the 
Score of his Almighty Power, Wiſdom, Greatneſs, and o- 
ther divine Per fections. However, ſuppoling my Account 
of the Son's Divinity to be metraphy/ical, is not your Ac- 
count of the Father's Divinity as metaphyſical as the other? 
And if you, thro' your falle Metaphyſicks, exclude the 
Son from the One Godhead, I ſhall not be aſhamed of ma- 
king Uie of true Metaphyſicks to correct your Errors, 
and to eſtabliſh the Son's Divinity, upon the ſame Foot 
whereon Scripture has fixed it. You might be aſhamed 
to mention Aetaphy/icks, when every Body knows that 
you have little elle to rely upon, for the Support of your 
novel Doctrine? . Who ſees not what a Streſs has been 
laid upon a falſe Notion of the Self-exiſtence of the Father, 
to degrade and ſeperate his beloved Son from the One 
Tiue Godhead ? What Batteries have you not raiſed a- 

gainſt a proper Sonſbip, from a e Reaſonings, 
: thould I ſay, or Reveries? That Generation implies 
Diviſſon, and neceſſary Generation outward Coaction; that 
Generation muſt be an Act, and every Act muſt mean 
Choice; that neceſſary Agents are no Agents, and neceſſary 
Cauſes no Cauſes; that nothing individual can be commu- 
nicated; that Three Perſons muſt be Three intelligent 
; Agents, and three intelligent Agents, reciprocally, Three 
| Perſons; that Three Agents cannot be One Being, One 
| Swbſtance, One Lord, or One God; that there can be no 


b See my Defence, p. 300, 323, 
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neceſſarily figni fies the ſame individual intelligent Agent, | 


ſor ; 
7 vinity of God the Father Almighty. Truly, if you had 
done it, you would not have found me complaining of 
the Injuſtice of it: For, what Hurt could you have done 


1 e by making your felt ridiculous? 
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Medium between Being, and not Being; that inſeparable | 
Union, without identical Life, will not ſuffice to make 
Two Perſons One God; and that if there be identical Life, 
then They are no longer Two Perſons; nor can there be 
2 Equality, or Subordination; that the fame living God 
or Perſon ; that God the Son muſt be either the tame \ 
identical whole Subſtance, or an homogeneous undivided Part | 
of the infinite Subſtance, upon my Principles; and that 


He can be neither; and therefore not one and the ſame God 
2 with the Father. Here are Aetapinſichs in great Plenty, 

2 ſufficient, one may think, to furniſh out an ordinary 

School- man. Nevertheleſs, we ſhould not, on This Ac- 

count, be ſo unreaſonable as to cenſure either Dr. Clarke, 

or his Friends, for procuring all the real Aſſiſtance They j 
can from Metaphy/icks; true Metaphy ſicks being nothing 

elſe but true Divinity: Let but your Reaſonings be 

2 clear, ſolid, and pertinent, and we thall never find fault 

with them for being metaphyſical. The Truth is, you 
bave pretended to Meraphy/icks; but have betrayed very 

great Miſtakes in that Part, as you have alſo done in 

your other Pretences, relating to Scripture, and Autiqui- 

y. To return to the Buſineſs of the Title. 


You obſerve, very ſhrewdly, that you could with 
much greater Juſtice (and yet you did not think_it reaſonable 
2 have entitled your Reply, A Vindication of the Di- 


I hope, therefore, you do not expect any Thanks from 


me upon This Head. You go on, however, ſeriouſly 
to ſhew, how you could have defended fo conceited a 


Title. You could have pleaded, that the denying the Fa- 
3 ther to be alone Supreme in Authority and Dominion over all, 


(in which conſiits the true Notion of his Divizity,) is 
denying his Divinity. That is to ſay, you could have beg- 
ged the main Queſtion, and have 8 founded a 
5 SE Charge 
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Charge againſt me, with the ſame, nay, greater Juſtice, 


than I charge you with a plain Matter of Fact, no Part 
of the main Queſtion between us. The Queſtion is, 
Whether the one true Godhead be common to Father and 
Son, or proper to the Father only ? You have determined 
for the latter; therefore you have ſtruck the Son out of 


the one true Godhead, previouſly to our Diſpute ; there- 


fore you have denied his proper Divinity: And the 
Queſtion now is, nor whether you have denied it, (which 
is out of Queſtion,) but, Whether you have j»/tly 
denied it? It you ſee no Difference between the Two 
Caſes, I can only pity your Contuſion. Whether Divi- 
| wity, ſtrictly ſo called, can be common to more Perſons 
than one, remains to be conſidered. In the mean while, 
it is evident that you, by making it proper to the Father 
only, have denied the Divinity of all beſides. 


2. A ſecond complaint, 1s of a Morro in my Title 
Page: I am Feſus whom Thon perſecuteſt ; it is hard for 
Thee to kick againſt the Pricks. Now, I thought a Writer 
might be at Liberty to follow his Judgment, or Fancy, 
in fuch a Trifle as a Morro, without being ſo ſolemnly cal- 
led to Account for it. But, it ſeems, This muſt be now 
brought to the Bar, and deliberately ſcann'd. 4s if, ſay 
you, the not receiving Dr. W'.s Notions in ge e 

Me- 


2 


was perſecuting Chriſt. As if, ſay I, the abuſing o 


zaphy/icks, to the Deſtruction of a plain Scripture- 


Doctrine, and the undermining the Chriſtian Faith, were 
not, by a very eaſy Figure, juſtly called the perſecuting 
of Chriſt, crucifying the Son of God afreſh, and putting him 
to an open Shame. 

Since I am called upon, in this Caſe, I will tell you, 
ſo far as I remember, what I principally intended by the 
Motto. 


r. One Thing was, to intimate the great Awe and 
Dread which every Man ought to have upon his Mind, 
when he takes Pen in Hand to write in Oppoſition to his 
Saviour's Godhead, and with a form'd Deſign to deprive 
him of that Worſhip, and thoſe divine Honours, mp 

de 
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have been conſtantly paid him by innumerable Martyrs 


and Confeſfors, by the whole Church of Chriſt for | 
fourteen Centuries at leaſt, I doubt not to fay ſeventeen, | 
Whatever may be 3 ** ſor diſputing Points of an in- 
leſs fer by; This particularly, is a 
Caule not to be entered into without Fear and Trembling, 
by any pious Man; leſt haply he be found to fight again/# 
God. You may think, perhaps, you have no need of 
ſuch Caution : But for That very Reaſon, I ſhould be 
apt to conclude, you have. ; 
2. Another Thing intended by the Motto was, to in- 
ſinuate, how impracticable and vain (in all Probability) 
any Attempt muſt be to defeat the Doctrine of our 
Lord's Divinity; which has now {ſtood the Teſt for a 
long Tract of Centuries, tho' all imaginable Endeavours 
and Artifices have been from the Beginning employed to 
overthrow it. A late Writer © very well obferves, that 
« This Foundation has been fo oats that where the 
ce firſt Inſtitution were, as it were, ſunk out of Memory, 
« by the Weight of impure Mixtures, as in the Greek. 
ce Church; and where every other Article of Faith 
cc had received Wounds by the Innovations of Error, 
« as in the Roman e yet all of them have ad- 
cc hered to, and preſerved This main and Fundamental 
*«« Point to This Day. The ſame is likewiſe true of 


all the Churches of the Reformation: And God has vi- 


| * Godhead of our bleſſed Saviour. Ir is 


ſibly blaſted and defeated All Attemprs _ the eternal 
ard for Thee to 
kick againſt the Pricks. So faid a pious Father of the 


Church, applying it to this very Caſe “, (one would 


think with a prophetick Spirit,) thirteen hundred Years 
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ago. Such were then the Sentiments of the wiſeſt and 
beſt Men of thoſe Times. They were fallible, They 
were Men: But if Poſterity, fallible as They, grow 
bold and daring, where the other would have trembled, 
let Them look to it. They had the ſame Scriptures 
we have, and better Helps for the underſtanding them : 
They had their Faculties of diſcerning no leſs than we; 
and They ſpared no Pains, or Care, in their Searches. 
This is a Conſideration of ſome Moment, eſpecially 
in a Fundamental Article. We ſhould not, at leaſt, go 
raſhly into contrary Sentiments, nor without plain Scrip- 


ture to warrant it. We may be apt to flatter our ſelves 


too much, and think we ſee farther than Thoſe before 
us; when in Reality, perhaps, it is not that we have 
more Sexſe than They, but that we want their Piety. 


You tell me how carefally the Men of your Way 
have ſtudied the Scripture, and how ſmcerely They have 
made Uſe of all the Helps God has given them, to under- 


ftand it rightly. Be it ſo: And I do not know any one 


that can lay it to the Charge of St. Paul, that He had 
not, in ſuch a Senſe, /ixcerely ſtudied the Scripture, or 
had not ſincereiy made Uſe of the Helps God had given 
Him, tho” {till a Perſecutor of Chriſt, However ſincere 


you may have been, yet belicve alſo that others, as 


ſincere as you, have carefully ſtudied the ſame Scriptures ; 
and that the moſt eminent Lights of the Chriſtian Church 
in all Ages, have as ſincerely thought it their indiſpenſablc 
Duty to pronounce an Anathema upon the Doctrine you 
give us, as you do that you ought to receive and follow 
it. We have nothing to do to inquire after your Sinceri- 
ty, of which God is Judge. Neither Civil Judicatures, 
nor Eccleſiaſtical Courts, ever proceed upon That Bot- 
tom. Our Buſineſs is not to conſider the Sincerity of 
the Men, but the Nature, Quality, and Tendency of 
the Doctrine. There have been ſincere Photini ans, 
ſincere Samoſatenians, ſincere Sabellians, ſincere Papiſts, 
ſincere Fews and Mahometans. And indeed, what Sets 
are there that have not ſincere Men amongſt them? The 

more 
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more ſincere you are, the better it will fare with you at 
the great Day of Account. In the mean while, give 
us leave to be ſiucere too, in condemning heartily, what 
we heartily diſapprove. And let the Sincerity of each 
be tried by the Nature and Quality of the Cauſe you 
and we are engaged in, and by the Strength of the 
Evidence on either Side; on which, as 1 conceive, 
chiefly hangs the Proof of our Sincerity. You proceed 
to Invective. It concerns Thoſe who thus affect to jit in 
the Seat of God, and to equal their on diſputable Notions 
with the expreſs Word of God, to conjiaer à little more ſeri- 


only, what Spirit They are of. But, laying afide childiſh 


Wrath, let us argue this Matter coolly and ſedately 
with you. Is it affetting to ſit in the Seat of God, that 
we are doing our bounden Duty, in condemning falſe 
Doctrine, or what we take to be ſuch; and in contendin 

earneſtly for the Faith which was once delivered to the Sar? 
And how is it equalling our own diſputable Notions with 
the expreſs Word of God, when we ſtand up for the 
expreſs Word of God, againſt Thoſe who appear to us 
to contradict and pervert it, in Favour of their mcraply- 
fical Conceits, and ill-pronnded 7ypothe es? What 
Right have a few private Men to claim cxpreſ5 Scripture, 
= to equal their own diſputable Nottors with the 
expreſs Word of God, in Oppoſition to the Chriſtian 
Morld, as capable of judging What Scripture is, as IL hey 
that ſo vainly boaſt of it? Charge us no more, fo 
fondly, with affecting lo fit in the Seat of God, leſt it 
be told you, in Return, that there appczrs ro be infi- 
nitely more Pride, Vanity and Arrogic, in a few 
private Men fitting in Judgment upon while Churches, 
and throwing their 4%, il-grounded C:nfarcs upon 
Fathers, and Councils, and all the grcaceſt and wiſeſt 
Men that have lived in paſt Centuries, than any can 
be imagined in Thoſe whom you fo irjuriouſty reſlect 


on; for no Cauſe, but for honeſtly declaring their Ab- 
horrence of your novel, and dangerous Opinions. Surely 
Wie may preſume, without affetting to fit in the Seat of 
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God, to think ſome very fallible Men liable to Errors : 
And when in Fact it appears, that They are ſo, we 


may pre ume, according to our bounden Duty, to take 


all proper Care to prevent ſuch Errors ſpreading. Bur 
enough has been ſaid in Vindication of a Motto. 

3. A Third Complaint is of my unrighteous Ule of 
the Term Arians, and Arianiſm. Burt that This Cenſure 
of yours is very unrighteous, may appear ſuthciently 
from what I have cliewhere demonſtrated* , and may 
again, as Occaſion offers. In Truth, it is compliment- 
ing you, to call you Arians; for you really come 
ſhort of the old Airs, in more Points than one (as 
I ſhall obſerve hereafter,) and have not ſo honoarable 
Thoughts of God the Son, as the Generality of the 
ancient Arians had. As to what you pretend about the 
particular Tenets of Arins, I ſhewed you long ago , that 
yours differ not in any Thing material from them. You 
are pleaſed to ſay, that by my Way of conſequential De- 
antions the Fathers of the Council of Nice, and all their 
Catholick, Predeceſſors, may with equal Fuſtice be charged 
with Ariamſm. You mean, I ſuppoſe, provided in 
drawing Conſequences, ro Regard be had to what is plain, 
or obſcure; right, or wrong ; true, or falſe. Such a con- 
ſequential way 8 as This, never was wy Way ; and I hope, 
never will be: Whether it be yours, we thall lee. You 
are to prove, that the Council of Nice is chargeable 
with Ariaziſm, upon my Principles. I perceive, you are 
{anguine enough to undertake it; we are now to examine 
buw you ww 2 

I mult abridge your long tedious Trainof Argument, 
to bring the Parts nearer together, and to ſave my felt 
the Trouble of tranſcribing But I'll take Care that 
vour Argument ſhall not loſe a Tittle of its Force, or 
Strength; having indeed none to ſpare. 

e Supplement to the Caſe of Ar ian Subſcript ion, p. 10. to 21. alſo p. 67 
f Defenſe, b. 216, Kc. 


g See ri Supplement, p. 20. where I juſtify my charging our Ad- 
rer ſaries with Conſequences, and al ò intimate in what Caſes ſuch 4 


cc The 
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« The Council of Nice, by aſſerting that the Son 
c was, not ( Trounbes 6- oUX GvTWwY made or formed ont 
« of nothing, but (Yuunbes tx Trs youzg mo) xarp's 
ci generated from the Subſtance of the Father con- 
4 feſſedly, did not mean either, that the Son was 
« (which is the firſt of Dr. M's Two Senſes of the 
« Term individual) the ſame identical whole Subſtaace 
cc with the Father — or (which is the Doctor's other 
« Senſe of the Term individual) that He was a homo- 
« geneous undivided Part of That infinite and inſeparable 
« Subſtance which is the Father's But their 
« Meaning evidently was, that as one Fire 15 lighted 
« from another without any Diviſion, Abſciſſion, Di- 
« minution, &c. ſo the Son was generated from the 
« Father without any Diviſon, Abſciſſion, & c. of the 
Father's S»bſtance, or of his alone ſupreme Authority 
& and Dominion over all. And this Notion of theirs, 
« becauſe it ſuppoſes the Son to be not the Sub- 
& {ance of the Father, but from the Subſtance of the Fa- 
« ther : And becauſe it ſuppoſes the Generation of the 
« Son to be an Act of the Father and becauſe 


ce it reſerves inviolably to the Father, his AuYoaTia, 
& his Alone Supreme Authority and Dominion over all, 
« which makes Him to be in the abſolute Senſe, The 
« One Ged: Therefore, I ſay, This Notion Dr. IV. 
is pleated to rank, among other Things, under the 
Head of Arianiſm. 

This 1s the conſequential Thing, which you have 
been pleaſed to bring forth. The Sum is thus: If Dr. 
V,. ſuppoſes the Son to be a Part of the Father's Sub- 
ſtance, (which he does not,) and if the Niceze Council 
denies the Father and Son to be one undivided Subſtance, 
(which it doth not,) and if the Council ſuppoſes the 
eternal Generation to be an Act, in the Senſe of free 


La 


(Choice, (which is a falſe Suppoſition, ) and if the Council 
ſuppoſes the Father alone to have ſupreme Dominion over 
all. (which is another falſe Suppoſition,) if Theſe ſeveral 
falſe and groundleſs Suppoſitions be evidently true; 
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then Dr. N. by charging ſome Perſons with Arianiſin, 
who deſerve it, has conſequentially charged others allo, 
who have not deſerved it. That I may be certain of 
doing you Juſtice, as to this marvellous T hread of 
Reaſoning, I will come to Particulars. 

1. In the firſt Place, Where do you find me ſay- 
ing, that the Son is either the ſame identical (that is, 
ſame, ſame) hole Subſtance with the Father, or an un- 
divided Part of that Subſtance which is the Father's? I 
leave Whole and Parts to Thoſe Gentlemen of ſtrong 
Imagination, who conſider every Thing in a corporeal 
Way, under the Notion of Extenſion. All that I fay 
is, that Father and Son are one undivided Subſtance ; 
which is alſo the Senſe of the Vicene Fathers. For, 

2. Where do you find that the Niceze Council 
ever ſuppoſes the Father and Son not to be one and 


the ſame undivided Subſtance * They ſay, ex S Solas, 
from the Subſtance of the Father : T his is all you have 
to ground your Cavil upon. But the Council ſup- 
poſes the Son to be both from the Subſtance of the 
Father, and of the Subſtance of the Father, and but 
one Subſtance in Both, becauſe of the inſeparable Union 
and Connexion of Both. The Doctrine is plainly 
This, God of God, and Both one God; Light of Light, 
and Both one Light; Subſtance of Subſtance, and Both 
one Subſtance' . This is the Catholick Doctrine, 


h Kveirg be, warp x ic wit», eros sd SA, r 20 dd dx 
prigay tn, x 05x sg AvyO» mrgud tuck Twin Tan Yor uy bs 
ſuigdv, av dug, ed dba emp Y picy, Orig. contr. Cell. 
p. 18. 

1 Quemadmodum Lumen de Lumine & utrumque unum Lumen, 
ſic intelligatur Sapientia de Sapientia, & utrumque una Sapientia: 
Ergo & una eſſentia, quia hoc eſt ibi eſſe quod ſapere Pa- 
ter & Filius ſimul una ſapientia quia una eſſentia, & ſingillatim ſa- 
pientia de ſapientia, ſicut eſſentia de eſſentia. Auguſt. de Trin. 
. „d . Sep. 

Conſilium de Conſilio, & voluntas de voluntate, ſicut ſubſtantia 
de ſubſtantia, ſapientia de ſapientia. Ibid. I. 15. c. 20. p. 994. 
See other Examples of the ſame Way of ſpeaking, collected by Pe. 


tavius de Trin. I. 6. c. 10. p. 351. . 
| which 
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which it is much eaſier to carp and cavil at, than 
to confute. I ſhould take Notice of your Words, nor 
Towels ic ob tray, not made or formed out of no- 
thing. Why do you here inſert 791.94 s, and pretend 
to give the Senſe of the Council in a Way wherein 
They never expreſſed it? Is it not to inſinuate, that 
the Council imagined the Son to be made, or formed, 
only not out of nothing * One may believe that This 


was in your Head, by your flily remarking, preſently 
after, that Tertullian, Origen* , and Lattantias, affirmed 


the fame Thing of Angels, and Souls, as the Vicene 
Fathers did of the Son. Your Report of every one 


of them is utterly Falſe, (as ſhall be ſhewn in a pro- 


er Place;) but were it true, what is it to the Nicene 
es who were wiſer Men than to countenance 
any ſuch deteltable Doctrine? What They meant by 
e Ts obs ro TATP3, is very plain, from the 
Creed it ſelf, and has been fully explained and vindica- 
ted! from Miſconſtructions. The Sum of what They 
intended was, that the Son was not Ne Nothing, nor 
from any extraneous Subſtance, but from the Subſtance 
of the Father; as Light ſtreaming out from Light, but 
without Diviſion, or Abſciſſion, or Diminution; being 

k See Origen fully vindicated, in This reſpect, by Huetius Orige- 


nian. p. 30, 93. 
| See my Defenſe, p. 464. Bull D. F. p. 114. Athanaſ. p. 224, 895. 


Euſebius of Nicomedia may be an Evidence of the Meaning of ix Ty 


ob., (while he is endeavouring to expoſe it,) by what he uſes as 
parallel, and what as oppoſite zo it. 
Parallel. Oppolite. 
Ez are, A avTod, ws av wich The Sor This &i. pon. 
685 are, y ig ampgoing Thy o- urg 


cis. "ETegor T7 Oar © Th b. 
'- "of \ / — , 8 ; 
Lx Tw T&evrwmT& Ths Y Kriguy, 
ore. T avT0Y 1490094. 
Ode On The Org. | Bodi aun ire per», 


Euſeb, Nicomed. apud Theod. |. 1. c. 6. p. 24. 
Some of theſe Expreſſions which Euſebius «ſes as parallel, are put 


= invidiouily, and injuriouſly. But ſtill, we may ſee what n the main 
was the Catholick Senſe of the Phraſe, thro the falſe Colours where- 
be hoped to expoſe it. 62 


etcrnally 
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eternally iz the Father, as well as from Him, and inep+- 
rably included with Him. Indeed, the Ariaus invidiouſſy 
charged Them with making the Son a Part of the 
Fathers Subſtance", as you alſo are pleaſed to charge 
me. Which is to me an Argument that my Notion 
is ſtill the ſame with That of the Nicene Fathers, and 
yours not different from That of the Arians. 

z. Where do you find that the Council ever ſuppoſes 
the Generation of the Son to be an Act, in your Senſe 
of A? The Council has not a Word about Act, tlat 
I know of : Nor, if it hat, would it be at all ro your 
Purpoſe. The Queſtion about At, will depend upon 
another Queſtion, viz. Whether the Council intended 
an eternal, or temporal Generation ? Upon either Sup- 
558 I can allow the Generation to be an Act ; 

ut not in your novel Senſe of Act, in Both Cales. 
Suppoſe it eternal, then the Generation was an Act; 
but in the ancient Senſe of Alt, and neceſſary Agency: 
As the Sun was ſuppoſed to att in generating Rays, 
Fountains to act in generating Streams, the Mind to 
act in generating Thoughts, Trees to att in gencrating 
Branches, Bodies to act in generating F fluvia, Va- 
pours, or Perfumes, the Earth to at in generating 
Fruits; and the like. No matter whether, in ſtrictne s, 
theſe kind of Generations ſhould be called Acts: They 
are ſuch as the Antients called ſo; and when we are 
interpreting the Autients, we muſt attend to the antient 
Senſe of Words. Neceſſary Acts were then called 
Acts; and therefore no Wonder if eternal Generation 
was looked upon as an eternal Act. But, ſuppoſe the 
Council intended only temporal Generation, (as ſome 
have thought, and it ſeems got improbable) then I readily 
allow it to be an Act, even in your Senſe of Choice; 
as much as was the Son's Generation of the Bleſſed 
Virgin. Burt then I inſiſt upon it, that the Wicene 
Fathers maintained the Son's cternal and neceſſary Ex- 


m See Arius' Letter. Apud Theod. E. II. I. 1. c. 5. 
And Eu ſebius of Nicomedia. Theod. I. c. 6. 


iſtence, 
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iſtence: antecedent to the Generation; which is a 
Doctrine oppoſite to yours, as Light to Darkneſs. 

4. In the laſt Place, where do you find one Word 
of the Father's alone Supremacy of Dominion, in the 
Nicene Decrees ? This is purely a Fiction of your own, 
without the leaſt Shadow of a Reaſon for it. Do you find 
the Nicene Fathers telling you of a Sovereign producing 
to himſelf a Subject, or of a Lord and Maſter produ- 
cing a Servant © Is it Subject of Sovereign, very Subject 
of very Sovereign ; inflead of God of God, very God of 
very God? You will ſee that one is of the other, not that 
one is above the other. If the Father be there called 


Almizhty (r LVTOXpAT Wp) yet They underſtood the 
Son to be Almighty of Almighty, (ar roxpd rap ł& Tay | 


Tope en) as well as God of God: All Perfections 


common to Both, only not co-ordinately ; the Father 
having his Perfections from none, the Son having the ſame | 
Perfections from Him; Equal in every thing, but ſtill jf 
deriving That very Equality. If This be the Auer 
you ſpeak of, the Thing is true but not pertinent; if 
you mean more, it may be pertiuent, but it is not true; 
nor have you a Syllable of Proof for it, either in 
Scriptere, or Antiquity. 

We have now ſeen how well you have acquitted 
your ſelf in the conſequential Way, under This Article; 
not quite ſo wcll, I think, as before in your 1 | 
upon me as denying the Father's Divinity, I mult do 
you the Juſtice to ſay, that you can ſometimes manage 


an Argument to greater Advantage: Or it you could 


not, I ſhould have made it my Reſolution not to ex- 
change a Word more with you. How you came to 


perform ſo much below your ſelf, here in your Preface, 
I know not; except it be that your Paſſions were more 
dee ly engaged in This Part, than 1a the reſt, Lo 
proceed. 
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4. A fourth Head of Complaint is, that I have talk'd 
about calling in Queſtion a fundamental Article of Religion. 
I have ſo; and, I pray, where is the Offence of ſo 


doing? Your firit Reaſon againſt it, lies in theſe 
Words, As if the firſt Article of the Creed was not as 


fundamental as the ſecond. But who are They that 


ſet rhe Firſt and Secoud Articles at Variance with each 
other, when for fourteen Centuries, and more, They 
have agrecd molt amicably together? Do not be ſur- 
prized, when 1 tell you, that you are the Men that 
_— the Fir, Article, by impugning the Second. 
I have learned from the fie Article, that God is a 
Father : Which, inthe Senſe of the Chriſtian Church, 
and according to the Intention of the Compilers of 
the Crecds o, ſuppoſes him to have a Son; a co-eter- 
nal, co-equal, and co-efſenrial Son, of the ſame Nature 
with Him. And I readily ſubmit the Caſe to the 
pious and conſiderate r K. to judge of, whether I, 
who, among the other Perfections and Glories of the 
Father, reckon This for one, that he has always had 
with him ſo great and ſo divine a Son, equal to Him- 
ſelf; or you, who, out of the Abundance of your 


o See my Sermons, p. 329. Bull Judic. Eccl. p. 36. &c. Stillingk. 


Trin. e. g. p. 429. 
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IIieroſ. p. 114. Bened. 


Eccleſiæ Fides ſolum verum Deum Patrem confella, confitetur & 
Chriſtum. Hilar, p- 1006. Bened. 

Patrem cum audis, Flii intellige Patrem, qui filius ſupradictæ 
fit imago ſubſtantiæ. Ruffin. Symb. p. 540. 

q Acta ib tx Ting FATp% TED, x0% TxAv ie ME, vue 
YEXWG Mer 6 T6 Toawrs mump eyajoo, Cyril, Hieroſ. p. 87, 
Bened. 

E9wey , Thy TAD, dev wotl,ovTE5 , Try 1157, Ad, @ Seu 
e ,,; xut din, ννοιtx x Ar amp G, With ν˖x“ Toy 
"yoy Tod Hnd, ovrw In a v ννE,ö¶j&Nũa dn red reer u.. Orig. 
contr. Celſ. p. 387. 

Honor Filii dignitas ſit Paterna; & glorioſus Auctor ſit ex quo 


is qui tali Gloria fit dignus extiterit. Hilar. p. 832. 


Let apby/ic hs, 
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Ae bs, contrive to rob Him of That ſuperlative 
Blogg. —4 the greater Zcal and ee Ke the 
Honour of God the Father. The Pagans, I know, 
thought it very much for the Honour of their ſupreme 
God, to have other Gods under him. This they looked 
upon as an Article of Grandeur, and the very Top 
of Magnificence . But Chriftiazs never talk'd at this 
Rate: They thought ir moſt for the Honour of the 
ſupreme Father, to have a Son, equal to Him in Nature, 

and one God with Him. You go on to another Excep- 
tion: 4s if an Article's being Fundamental, was a Rea- 
ſon why - even the moſt learned and able Men ſhould by 
Mo means be ſuffered to conſider or inquire what This 
Fundamental Article is. You have very little Reaſon 
to uſe this kind of Talk with me; becauſe, when I 
firſt entered into Conference with you, my whole De- 
ſign and Deſire was, to have the Thing amicably de- 
bated betwixt us, and with equal Freedom on Both 
Sides, in a private Way, without troubling the Preſs, 
And tho' the Article I am defending be a Fundamental 
one, yet it was never ſuch to me, till I had well 
examin'd it : Nor do I expect it ſhould be ſuch to 
you, without the like Method. However, there is a 
great deal of Difference between ſettling one's own 
private Faith, and undertaking to publiſb and propagate 
the ſame among others. While a Man pretends no 
farther than to judge "i himſelf, he ought to reſt un- 
moleſted, ro enjoy the Freedom of his own private 
Sentiments, wherein others are not concerned. But 
when He endeavours to draw Diſciples after Him, the 
Caſe is altered; and it then becomes the common Con- 


cern of all that have Truth at Heart, and more eſpe- 


cially of Thoſe who are the appointed Guardians of 


the Chriſtian Faith, to be upon the Watch againſt 
Seducers, and to —_— their ſeaſonable Offices to 
prevent the Growth © 


any dangerous Error. There 
r Onatus apud Stob. Eccl. Phyſ. c. 2. Plotinus Enn. 2. I. 9. 
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muſt be ſome publick Reſtraints to hinder conceited 
Men from venting Crudities; as well as a juſt and due 
Regard to the Intereſts of Truth, if Any Man, with 
Sobriety, and Modeſty, has any »ew Thing to offer. 
Where to fix the true Medium between Liberty and 
Reſtraint, is not my Buſineſs here to enquire : I think, 
our Governors in Church and State have already 
fixed it, beyond all reaſonable Exception. But to re- 
turn. 

Let Thoſe learned and able Men you ſpeak of, con- 
ſider and examine, that They may find out the Truth; 
and when they have done defend it. Bur if the Re- 
ſult of their Enquiries, is the embracing, and propaga- 
ting of Errors; be They ever ſo learned, or able, They 
mult be rebuked, and reproved for it. What if a 
learned Few, or a Deiſt, after examining and conſider- 
ing, thinks it right and juſt to reject, and openly to 
vilify the Chriſtian Revelation? May He not therefore 
be told that his Labours have been ill laid out, and 
that his Infiaclity is a very great, a very unpardonable 
Crime? And if Another, aſter Enquiry, ſets himſelf 
publickly to oppoſe any momentous Article of the 
Chriſtian Faith; it is the Duty, and the Buſineſs of 
Thoſe that know better, and of Thoſe that are in 
Authority, to ſtand up for the true Religion, and to 
uſe all proper Mcans for its Preſervation. What would 
have become of the Chriſtian Faith, if ſuch learned 
and able Men as Praxeas, Noetus, Paul of Samoſata, 
Photinus, Arius, Eunomius, Apollinarins, &c. had not 
been vizorouſly oppoſed, and expelled the Chriſtian 
Church? Errors once entered have been ſometimes 
kept in by the ſame Methods, as Truth hath been 
preſerved ; Juſt as the Ban intended to keep out the 
Waters, if once overflowed, ſerve afterwards to keep 
them in: Which is yet no Argument, I ſuppoſe, for 
having no Bas at all, or for throwing all open to In- 
undations. You add, As if taking great Pains to find 
out the Senſe aud Meaning of a Doctrine, was calling is 


Queſt ion 
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Oueſtion the Doctrine it ſelf : Which I have anſwered 
above. In your next Words, you betray an unbe- 
coming Heat, which ſhould be avoided always, if you 
deſire to ſee clear. Wonderful, you ſay, that the very 
Foundations of all Religion, and of all Truth, ſhould be 
thus turned into Ridicule, by Men of Learning, without 
their perceiving what they are doing! A heinous and 
heavy Charge ; not upon me, not upon a few private 
Men, but upon the Church of Chrilt in all Ages, and 
upon the beſt Men of it. For, what is it, I beſeech 
you, that you are here ſo ſeverely declaiming againſt, 
under the opprobrious Name, of turning all Religion 
into Redicule? I ſay, what is it but the Church's ac- 
knowledging that there are Fundamentals in Religion, 
and her defending Thoſe Fundamentals, in ſuch a Way 
as Chriſt and his Apoſtles have taught Her, againſt all 
Oppoſers? Be you ever ſo able or ſo learned, (which 
I diſpute not) yet we know, that if an Angel from 
Heaven comes to teach us any other Doctrine than what 
we have received from Scripture, we have St. Paul's 
Warrant for pronouncing an Anathema upon That 
and Him. You will fay, no doubr, that you have 
Truth and Scripture on your Side. Well: That is 
ſaying ſomething, if you can make it good: It is the 
very Point which we are going to try. In the mean 
while, argue not againſt the propereſt Methods of de- 
fending and preſerving the Truth, (which are undoubted- 
ly right, and good, in the general,) but ſhew, if you 
are able, that there is ſomething particular in the pre- 
ſent Caſe, to put a Bar to the general Rule. 

5. The laſt Article of Complaint is, my artificially 
concealing from the Reader, the true and indeed only ma- 
terial Point in Queſtion, and amuſing him with Matters 
7 a quite diſferent Kind. In This affected Charge, (which 

am unwilling to ſay, you do not believe one Word 
of,) I blame not ſo much the 1njuriouſneſs of it, 


fince it is too weak to do Hurt, as the Indiſeretion. 


Might you not have been content to ſer out upon a 
| D 2 new 
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new Foot, and as it were ſilently and unobſerved, to 
alter the Terms of the Queſtion ; but you mult begin 
with laying your Sin at my Door, and charging me 
with the very Fault which you are, that Inſtant, 
committing ? I will ſhew you, firſt, that my Man- 
ner of ſtating the main Queſtion was right: And 1 
ſhall afterwards tell you what 1 have to ſay to hours; 
which in Reality, (when ſtripp'd of its Ambiguity,) 
15 not different from mine. All my Labour and En- 
deavour was, to bring the Diſpute to This ſhort 
Queſtion, whether the Son of God be a precarious Bc- 
ing, that is, a Creature, or no f. This was the only 
Point I was concerned for ; being That upon which 
all the reſt turn. There therefore I laid the Strefs; 
making it my Buſineſs to confute whatever I could find 
in Dr. Clarke's Pieces, tending to degrade the Son of 
God into precarious Exiſtence, or to make a Creature of 
Him. If This Point be but once ſecured, that the 


Son is no Creature, but neceſſarih-Exiſting; the Doctor 


may go on talking of Szpremacy and whatever elſe he 
pleaſes; They are incidental Points only, and muſt 
either fall of Courſe, or clle be underſtood in a Senſe 
con ſſtent with the Reſolution of the other Queſtion. 

Icou are ſenſible of This your ſelf; And therefore 
vou all the way, reſolutely diſpute with me the Point 
of the Son's Neceſury-exiſtence, as much as the other 
Point of the Father's Supremacy : You are as reſolute 
in denying the Son to be one God with the Father; you 
are ſcrupulous as to calling Him Creator, and never di- 
rectly aſſert his Creating of the World by his ow» 
Power, or his Co-eternity. In ſhort, you diſpute every 
Thing with me that is pleaded to exempt Him from 
the Number of precarious Beings, or Creatures. Were 
it not for This, you ſhould be permitted to talk of 
the Father's Szpremacy as much as you pleaſed, and to 


ſ See my Supplement, where I have ſhewn nine ſeveral Ways, from 
the Writings of Dr. Car ke, and his Diſciples, that They do by immediate 
and neceſſary Conſequence make the Son a Creature. Suppl. p. 20, &c. | 
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make Senſe of it at Leiſure. Indeed, the determining 
of the Point of Swpremacy, and how it is to be held, 
depends intirely upon the other Queſtion; which is 
therefore the main Queſtion bet wixt us. Do but allow 
me, that the Son is 0 Creature, that He exiſts not 
Srecariouſh, but neceſſarily, that He is one God with the Fa- 
her, that He is properly Crearor, and by his ew» Power, | 
with other the like Things; and you ſhall then go an, 
without Lett, or Hindrance, in your Talk of the 


$opremag Now then, will you pleaſe to anſwer me : 


Do you underſtand the Supre macy in a Senſe which you 
þclicve conſiſtent with the Points which I maintain, viz, 
the Son's Neceſſary-exiſtence, Uncreatedneſi, &c. 4 If you 
do, the Diſpute is ended, go on and proſper with ſo 
Catholick, a Notion of the Supremacy. Or do you un- 


derſtand the Supremacy in a Senſe not conſiſtent with Thoſe 


other Points which I maintain? If This be the Caſe, 


(as I preſume it is) then do not pretend that thoſe o- 


ther Points are not material; for, by maintaining Them, 
I overthrow your pretended Supremacy, as much as you 
by maintaining the Swpremacy, deſign to overthrow the 


' Church's Faith: And io it matters not, whether the 


main Queſtion be put into your Terms, or mine; 


ſince Both, in Reality, come to the ſame Thing. 


Only, there is this Difference in the Caſe; my Way 
of ſtating the main Queſtion is plain and clear; yours 
obſcure and ambiguous: Mine is fitted to inſtruct and 
inform; yours to perplex and confound a Reader: Mine 
is proper to bring the Debate to a ſhort and clear 
Iſſue; yours to protract and lengthen out a Diſpute: 
In a Word, mine is ſincere and open, like That of a 
Man that knows his Cauſe is good; yours is fallacious 
and diſguiſed, as of one that's diffident of his Cauſe, 


f 


« * 
7 


> ſuppoſe it will fall into mine, You determine in the 
15 . C i ons Si Arora Ra hes | 


and is retiring behind the Curtain. You will have 


the Queſtion put thus : Whether the Father alone hath 
ſupreme Authority, Sovereignty and Dominion over all? 
When This is ſtripp'd of Ambiguity and Chicane, I 


Affurmative. 
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rmative. The Son then is naturally a Subject of 
the Father, and the Father is his Sovereign Lord and 
Ruler. He has an abſolute Right over Him, to call 
Him to Account, to reward Him if He does well, to 
puniſh Him if He does amiſs. This all Men under- 
ſtand to be implied in ſapreme Dominion; a Right and 
Power over Sabjetts, to compel, conſtrain, and puniſh, 
as occaſion ſerves; and in ſhort, to bridle them at 
Pleafure. Is This your Meaning? Pray then, where 
15 the Difference between faying it, and calling God 
the Son a Creature? 

And, do you imagine that you have any the leaſt 
Syllable of Proof of ſuch alone Dominion, either in 
Scripture or Antiquity? Vet there is certainly no Medium 
between This, and what I aſſert of the Equality of 
Father and Son. They are either naturally and ſtrictly 


equal; or elſe one is infinitely ſuperior to the other, as 


God and Creature. Well; be the Conſequences what 


it will, you are attempting to prove your Point ſyl- 
bgiſtically, after This Manner. 

If the Father never acts in Subjection to the Will 
« of any other Perſon, and every other Perſon acts in 
% Subjection to his Will; then the Father alone is the 
« one ſupreme Governor of the Univerſe. 

« Burt it is Fact that the Father never acts in Sub- 
jection, &c. and that every other Perſon acts in 
« Subjection. ec. 

Therefore, Cc. 

This 1s the wonderful Demonſtration ; lame and 
deficient in every Part. To prove that the Father alone 
hath ſupreme Dominion, &c. you ſhould ſhew, not 
only that all other Perſons act in Subjection, (for an 
Equal may act in Subjection to an Equal, or even to 
an Inferior, as our Lord acted in Subjection to Foſeph 
and Mary, and waſhed his Diſciples Feet,) but that They 
are really ſubject, and under his abſolute Power and 
Authority. Your Reaſonings therefore on This Head, 
amount only to what the Schools call Ignoratio Elenchi; 
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py beſide the Queſtion, or ralking wide of the 


Book with Quotations, as you have done, that can 


And how eaſy is it for a Man to fill a 


be content with any Thing, however foreign to the 
"Queſtion? You have proved, that the Son acted 
ſometimes a miniſterial Part, or that He ſubmirted to 


an inferior Office: This is all that you have proved; 
and it is no more than I would have readily granted 
f you, without ee ſo much as a ſingle Fake 

Lou are not advance 

what you intend, that the Father and Son naturally | 
have not one common Dominion. I affirm that They | 
have; and that at the very ſame Time that the Son is 
' executing any #»ferior Office, He is ſtill Lord of the 
' whole Univerſe, in common with the Father; and that 
their Dominion over all, is one of the ſame wndivided | 
Dominion, as They are one God, and one Lord. You { 


r for it. 
one Tittle towards the Proof of 


would gladly ſlip upon us Supremacy of Dominion, in- 


' ſtead of Supremacy of Order, or Office. Inſtead of 


ſaying that the Father alone has his ſupreme Dominion 


from none, you pretend that He alone has ſupreme ' 
Dominion; to make o Dominions where there is but 
one. You play with the ambiguous Word Authority, 


that you may have ſomerhing to blind the Readers with : 
While you quote Fathers who affirmed it in one Senſe, 
and you intend it in another. Auctoritas is often no 


more than Paternitas, with the Latin Fathers, as Auclor 


is Pater: But you are wreſting it to the Senſe of Do— 


minion. The like Uſe you make of the equivocal Word 


Dignity ; which is of Order, or Office, or Dominion, or | 
Nature; and you artificially blend and confound all 
together. None, I hope, can be impoſed upon by ſuch 
weak Fallacies, but They that want their Faculties of 
diſcerning. Let the Reader carcfully diſtinguiſh Three 
Things, and he will then be able of Himſelf to unravel 
all your Pretences, and to throw off that ſtudied 
Contufion which you are labouring to introduce in a 


1. Supremacy 


24 The ANSWER 
1. Supremacy of Nature, or Supremacy of Perfection, 
s to be poſſeſſed of all Perfection, and the higheſt Excel- 
lency poſſible: And This is to be God. There is nothing 
of wat kind but what is common to Father and Son; who 
are therefore one God Supreme. And as Supremacy of 
Dominion and Sovereignty (properly ſo called) over all 
Creatures (as ſoon as they exit) is included in it, and 
conſequent upon it; Father and Son have one common 
and undivided Sovereignty over all; the conſtant Doctrine 
of Antiquity. 
2. Supremacy of Order, conſiſts in This; that the 
Father has his Perfections, Dominion, &c. from none but 
the Son from the Father. All that the Son has, is re- 
| ferred up to the Father, and not vice verſa. This kind 
of Supremacy is of the Father alone: And the Son's 
e thus underſtood, is very conſiſtent with 
his E 2 of Nature, Dominion, Perfection, and Glory, 
according to all Antiquity. 
1 Fa Supremacy of Office. This, by mutual Agreement 
and voluntary Oeconomy, belongs to the Father: While 
the Son out of voluntary Condeſcenſion, ſubmits to 
act miniſterially, or in Capacity of Mediator. And the 
| Reaſon why the condeſcending Part became God the 
Son, rather than God the Father, is becauſe He is a2 
Son, and becauſe it beſt ſuits with the natural Order | 
of Perſons, which had been inverted by a contrary 
Oeconomy. Theſe Things being fixed and ſettled, there | 
will be no Difficulty in replying to any thing you have | 
offered, or can offer in This Cauſe. You may amuſe * 
us with Scripture, and Fathers: But every Man ſees, * 
before this Time, where the whole Pinch of the Con- ' 
troverſy lies: You think the Unity of the Godhead, © 
as we teach, is not conſiſtent with the Diſtinction of 
Perſons, Order, and Offices. While you pretend to be 
diiputing againſt Me, you are really diſputing againſt = *« 
the ſtanding Doctrine of the Antient Churches, from 
ſome Conceſſions which They made, and in which 1 a- | 
gree with them. And your Way is to * | 
rain 
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\ ſtrain ſome Principles maintained both by Them and 
Me, to a Senſe repugnant with their other known 


Doctrines. If you can prove any Thing, we are ready 
to hear you: It you cannot, it is high Time to deſiſt 
from an 1mpracticable Attempt, that can bring nothing 
in the End, but Shame and Confuſion to as many as 
ingage in it. I take no Notice of your Reflections 
upon my Hardineſi, as you call it, (in denying what 

dl Catholick ever affirmed) and my meraphyſical 
Excurſions, and my fixing Names of Reproach. It will 
be ſeen in the Sequel who are moſt remarkable for 


' Hardineſs, who make Excurſions, and who reproach, 
not their Brethren only, and the whole Church of 
| Chriſt, but the Lord of Heaven and Earth, the living 
God; to whom be Honour and Glory, now and for 
ever. 


That the Reader may not imagine our Diſpute to 


be any Thing neu, or that you have advanced any 
Thing beyond what the antient Ariaus and Eunomians 


vainly endeavoured in the ſame Cauſe; I ſhall juſt 
give Him a Specimen of what ſome of the Fathers of 


That Time anſwered to the ſame Pretences which you 


are now reviving. When Eunomius had been magnify- 


Ing. the Father, as alone ſubject to none, on purpoſe 


to degrade and depreſs the Son, under the Notion of 
a Subjett; the great Baſil rebukes him, for thereby 


reducing God the Son to the Condition of a Creature; 
in theſe Words : 

„Things, the Creature, and the Godhead, and the 
Creature is ordained to Sub jection and Servitude, while 


&« Foraſmuch as there are Two 


« the Godhead is regnant, and paramount; is it not 


4 manifeſt, that He that deprives (the Son) of the 


Honour of abſolute Dominion, (dec retelas) and 
„ caſts Him down to the Meanneſs of Servitude, 
does at the ſame Time rank Him with the reſt of 
'* the Creation 8 
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Gregory Nyſſen thus more at large anſwers the Eune- 
mian Pretence, of the alone Supremacy. I ſhall give 
it in Engliſh only, becauſe of its Length, and to fave 
my felt Trouble. | 
« He (Eunomius) ſays, that the Father has no Sharer 
(weerriw) in Glory with Him: Wherein he ſays 
„ the Truth, tho' he knows not what he ſays. For 
ce the Son doth not ſhare (or divide) the Glory with 
&« the Father; but He has the Father's whole Glory, as 
& the Father has allo the hole Glory of the Son. 
% For thus He ſaid, ſpeaking to the - Der All mine 
« are thine, and thine are mine, Toh. xvil. He 
« who is Heir of all Things, who is Creator of the 
« Worlds, who thines out from the Glory of the Father, 
tc and together with it, and in Himſelf, carries the 
© expreſs Image of the Father's Hypoſtafis ; He has all 
„ "Things whatſoever the Father Himſelf hath, and 
&« 1s allo Lord of all Power. Not that the Majeſty 
« paſſes away from the Father; bur it abides with 
« Him, and at the ſame Time refts upon the Son. For 
« while He is in the Father, He is together with his 
& hole Power, in the Father: And as He hath the 
% Father in Himſelf, He muſt contain the whole Power 
c and Authority of the Father. For, He has the entire 
« Father in Himſelf, and not a Part only: Wherefore 
« having the Father entire, He muſt have his Autho- 
« rity alſo entire. What then does Eunomius mean 
« by pretending that the Father has no Conſort in 
(Power or) Authority? fle ſays, there is one 
« only God, Supreme Ruler ( pt e. If He 
« means a Father, by the Name of Supreme Ruler, He 
5 fays the ſame as we do, and nothing contrary : But 
« it He means it of any Supreme Ruler that is not 2 
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140 Fat her; he may preach up Circumciſion if he pleaſes, ( 


« along with his other Jewiſh Teners: The Faith of 


«« Chriſtians looks to a Father. 
4e all and every Thing, He is Mo 


cc Fon. 


« kind of Supreme Ruler; his Doctrine is 


The Father indeed is 


ſt High, Supreme 
4 Ruler, King of Kings, and Lord of Lords; whatever 

ce Titles ſound high or great, they are the Father's own: 
„ And all Things that are the Father's belong to the 
Allow but This, and we admit the other. 
ce But if inſtead of a Father, he introduces another 
Fuaaiſm : 
Or he ſtrikes in with Plato's Sentiments. For they 


z 


_——  — 


« ſay, that That Philoſopher alſo taught that there 
« is a certain ſupreme Creator and Alaber of ſome in- 


ce ferior Gods. As therefore a Few or a Platoniſt, 
« tho' he admits a ſupreme Governor, is yet no Chrif- 
cc tian, as not believing in a Father : So alſo Eunomius 
« does bur belie his Profeſſion, while, when his Doc- 
ce trine is either Judaiſin or Paganiſm, he pretends to 


e the Name of Chriſtianity. 


; 
| 
9 
; 


* 
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I have receited thus much out of Gregory Nyſſen, 


(who in the ſame Place“, has a great deal more to the 


' fame Purpoſc) to give the Reader a juſt Notion of 
Cbriſtian and Catholic Principles. For, this acute Writer 


has really hit the true Point of Difference between the 


Catholicꝭ and their Adverſaries; whether Pagans, Jews, 


or Hereticks. It lay chiefly in the acknowledging, or 
the not acknowledging a true and proper Fahey in the 


* Godhead. Pagans, Fews, S abellians, Samoſatenians, Arians, 


| Eunomians, &c, ail denied it: While there was no true 


Catholicł but ſtrenuouſly con: end d for it. 
was manifeſt, that the Arians were the Innovators, in 
: endeavouring to introduce a Creator and a Creature, a 


Hence it 


* Soveraign and a Subject, inſtead ot a Father and a Son. 


| They 


profeſſed the Relation in Horde, but in Reality 


*they diſowned it, The conſidering God as a Father. 
in a juſt and proper Senſe, (as the Autients always 
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did,) is breaking the Neck of Arianiſm at once. It 
gives a quite different Turn, from what they aim at, 
to all their Pretences of the Father being the only God, 
the higheſt, c. For none who believed God to have 
a Son, (properly ſo called) could ever be Fools enough 
to imagine that ſuch Expreſſions were intended in 
Oppoſition to Him. On the contrary, They always 
underſtood, that magnifying the Father, was at the 
ſame Time magnifying the Son too: Their Relation 
being ſo cloſe and intimate, that whatever Perfections 
belonged to one, muſt of Courſe be ſuppoſed common 
to Both. He who reads the Fathers that lived before 
or after the Council of Nice, with This Key, will 
find Them clear and conſiſtent throughout: And will 
the leſs wonder at the exceeding great Offence taken 
againſt Arias, for attempting to divide Father and Son; 
and indeed to diveſt the one of his Paternity, (accor- 
ding to the Carholick, Senſe of it,) and the other of his 
Filiation. Fulgentins is a late Writer, of the fifth and 
and ſixth Centuries; but a judicious Man, and well 
inſtructed in the true and antient Principles of the 
Chriſtian Church; eſpecially in Regard to our preſent 
Subject: Whereſore I ſhall cloſe This, with an Ac- 
count from Him *, not becauſe of his Authority, but 
becauſe 


LInaniter tibi viſum eſt, male intelligendo, ad tuum ſenſum 
velle Rectitudinem Symboli retorquere; & inde præſcribere ſanctæ 
Fidei Catholicæ, quia in Symbolo non omnia dicta ſunt de Filio, 

. quz ſunt dicta de Patre: Cum utique propterea plenitudo divini- 
| tatis, quantum oportebat, debuerit in Origine commendari, quia 
non debuir aliter in Prole cognoſci. Cum enim quiſque ſe dicit 
/ credere in Deum Patrem Omnipotentem, hoc ipſum quod in Deum 
Patrem dicit, ſicut in eo yeritatem naturalis Divinitatis, ita verita- 
tem naturalis quoque Paternitatis, & ex hac veritatem naturali 
etiam generationts oſtendit. Totum igitur in ſe habet il} 
generatio divina quicquid in ſe habet Dei Patris zterna ſubſtantis. 
Proinde ſufficiebat ut diceretur de Patre ſolo, quicquid æqualiter in- 
. zelligendum eſſet in Filio. Pater enim fic omnipatentem Filium ge- 
nuit, ficur ett ipſe Pater Omnipotens; fic univerſorum Creatorem, 
ſicut ipſe univerſorum Creator eſt; tic Regem Seculorum, ſicut ipſe 
| Rex Seculorum eſt; fic immortalem & inviſibilem, ſicut ipſe 1 
| mor tai 
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t becauſe what he ſays is true and juſt, and very well 
, expreſſed, in his Comment on the Creed, written in 
» Oppoſition to the Arians of That Time. The Sum 
C is This, that whatever High Things are ſaid of the 
1 Father in the Creed, are to be td to belon 

1 equally to the Son: And there was no Need of an | 
8 more particular Application, fince the very Name gf / 
e Hon is ſufficient. 

n 

T; mortalis eſt & inviſibilis. Omnia igitur quæ Deo Patri dantur in 
* Symbolo, ipſo uno Filii nomine, naturaliter tribuuntur & Filio. 
* Fulgent. Fragm. 36, p. 652, Cc. | 
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OF SOME 


OUERIES 


RELATING TO 


Dr. CLARK E's 


SCHEME of the H. TRINITY: 
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In AnSWER to the 


Country CLERGY-MaANns REPLY. 
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Compare the following TexrTs. 


T am the Lord, and The Word was God, 
there is none elſe; There; John. i. 1. 
is no God beſides me, Thy Throne, O God, 
Iſai. xiv. 5. Heb. i. 8. 
1s there a God beſides] Chriſt came, who 1: 
me? Yea, There is no over all God bleſſed for 
God, I know not any, ever, Rom. ix. 5. 
Iſai. xliv. 8. Who being in the For 
J am God, and there, of God, Phil. ii. 6. 
7snonelike me; Iſa. xlvi. g. Who being the Bright- 
Before me there was neſs of his Glory, aud 
no God ferm'd, neither the expreſs Image of his 
ſhall there be after ne, Perſon, Heb. 1. 3. 
Ifai. xliii. 10. | QUER! 
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QUERY l. 


TWhether all other Beings, beſides the one Supreme God, 
be not excluded by the Texts of Iſaiah, (to which many 
more might be added) and 1 479 4 whether Chriſt 
can be God at all, unleſs He be the ſame with the 
Supreme God. 


OUR general Anſwer to This Query 
is, that the Texts of IJſaiah expreſſly and 
uniformly ſpeak of a Perſon; and therefore 
all other Perſons, beſides the He, the J, the 
| Me, are excluded from being what He, who 
there ſpeaks, declares Himſelf alone to be. To which 
I reply, firſt, that the excluſrve Terms need not be in- 
terpreted with any ſuch Rigour : And ſecondly, that 
They ought not, becauſe ſuch Interpretation leads you 
into Abſurdities which you have not been able to 
anſwer. | 

1. I ſay, excluſive Terms are not always to be in- 
terpreted with ſuch Rigour, as to leave no Room 
for tacit Exceptions, ſuch as Reaſon and good Senſe 
will eaſily ſupply. 

. Matth. xi. 27. ſpeaking of the Perſon of the Son, 
ſays, No one knoweth the Father but the Son. Doth 
it therefore follow, that »o Perſon» but the Son, no, 
not the Father Himſelf, knows the Father? 

So, I Cor. ii. 11. The Things of God knoweth no 
one but the Spirit of God; no Perſon but He. Doth 
it therefore £5; that neither the Father, nor the 
Con, knoweth the Things of God as much as the 
Holy Spirit + 

Rev. xix. 12. it is {aid of the Son of God, that 
He had a Name written, that u one (8Jus) knew but 
He Himſelf. Doth it therefore follow, that neither 
the Father nor Holy Ghoſt knew it? See more In- 
ſtances of like Kind, in my fourth Sermon. I ſay 
then, that exclu/rve Lerms are not always to bs Inter- 
; ö 1 
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preted up to the utmoſt Rigour : And there are ma- 
ny Reaſons why They ſhould not be fo interpreted, 
in This particular Caſe ; as I have ſhewn at large, in 
the ſame Sermon. | 

2. I am next to obſerve, that ſuch Interpretation, 
in the preſent Caſe, has led you into Abſurdities 
which you have not been able to anſwer. For, if 
the Son be excluded at all, by thoſe Texts of 1/aiah, 
and others of like Kind, He is entirely excluded. 
He cannot be Another God, all other Gods being ex- 
cluded by Thoſe Texts; and you will not admit 
that He is the Same God: Since therefore He is not 
Another God, nor the Same God, it follows, upon 
your Principles, that He is No God. That the Texts 
exclude not only all other ſupreme Gods, but abſo- 
Jutely all other Gods, I prove, not barely from the 
Force of the excluſive Terms, but from the Scope, 
Drift, and Intent of Thoſe Texts; which was to 
exclude inferior as well as ſupreme Deities; and to 
tave no Room for Idolatry; which might be con- 
ſiſtent with paying Soveraign Worſhip (to uſe your 
Phraſe) to the God of Ifrael. You take a great deal 
of Pains to wind your ſelf off; or rather, to ſhew 
how much you can have to fay, when you have no- 
thing to reply. You tax me with Quibbling in the 
Word Beings, as ſtanding in the Query: Which is 
a Rebuke that comes late, now you are anſwering, 
not my Queries, but my Defenſe. However, ſince 
all other Gods are by me ſhewn to be excluded, and 
not all other Perſons, the Expreſſion is juſt, and no 
other but what ſhould be. You ob'erve, next, that 
the Son cannot be the ſame God with the Father on 
any but Sabellian Principles: Which is begging the 
Queſtion. It is ſufficient to ſay, that the Fathers in 
general (as we ſhall ſee hereafter) acknowledged Bo- 
to be one God, and not one Perſon. You cite E»/ſc- 
kins* as your Voucher, that the Words of Iſaiah (Be- 


a Euſcb. Eccl. Theol. l. 2. c. 19. p- 133. 
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des Me there is no God) denote one Perſon. When 


, ou look again into Euſebius, you will fnd that the 
_ Words are Marcellus's, not Euſebius's: Though lit- 

tle depends upon them either Way. You have an- 
1, other Piece of a Quotation from Euſebius, p. 4. 
s where he makes it Sabellianiſin, to ſay that the Fa- 
4 ther and Son are © Y Tard, one and the ſame Thing. 


F Add, as Euſebius there does, 015,440. hu A Olgas, &c. 
; under different Names only ; and then I condemn it for 


A Sabellianiſm, as well as Euſebius. Your quoting Ter- 
it N X 4 

tullian, in This Caſe, is very extrordinary; when 
A every Body knows that He makes Father and Son 
n . | 
one God, in the very ſame Treatiſe where he is con- 
N futing the Sabellians; that 1s, the Praxeans, Men of 
4 the ſame Principles with thoſe of Sabellins. Was 
Tertullian then a Sabellian ? Ridiculous! You have 
- a farther Shift, (but ſtill in the Way of retorting, 


not arſwering,) that TI my ſelf, hen I come to ex- 
= plain, do not in Reality make the Son to be the 
ſame God, but only to be in his Subſtance undivided. 
_ Add, from the Father as his Head, and conſubſtantial 


— with Him, and then I inſiſt upon it, that He is 
- therefore the ſame God with the Father, upon the 
i certain and ſtanding Principles of all Catholic An- 
he tiquity. 

by But what becomes of the Difficulty, all this while, 
2 which it concerned you to anſwer? You were to 


4 tell us, whether the Son (ſince He is not the ſame 
g God) be another God, or no God. You ſay, he is not 
0 another God, in That Senſe wherein the Father is: 
That is your Meaning. But if He be received as an 
90 Object of Worſhip, He is then God in ſuch a Senſe 
as none but the God of Iſrael was, and muſt either 
be the ſame God, or another God. By your Argu- 
ment, the Jews might have admitted as many inferior 
ſee Gods as they pleaſed, conſiſtent with the Firſt Com- 


ce mandmem; for that would not have been admitting 
other Gods, becauſe not Gods in the ſame Senſe. 80 
ics Fou leave a Gap open to all manner of 7dolarry. You 
j F jay 
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ſay farther, that the Texts do not exclude A0 es 
from being 4 God unto Pharaoh, nor Magiſtrates, 
nor Angels, from being Gods. But the Texts do ex- 
clude Moſes, and Angels, and Magiſtrates, and all 
Creatures whatever, from being adorable Gods: And 
therefore they can be no more than nominal Gods; 
that is to ſay, 0 Gods, The Jens might have had 
nominal Gods what they would : Bur They were to 
pay Worſhip to one only ; which comes to the ſame 
as having vo other Gods but one. The receiving 
more adorable Gods than one, is making another 
God. Well then, will you caſt off the Worſhip of 
God the Son, or will you frankly own that you 
make of Him another God: You diſcover a great In- 
clination to own Him for another God: You do not 
ſcruple in one Place, to call Him Another Lord. 
And yet when you come to the Pinch, you pauſe, 
you heſitate, you are at a Loſs what to reſolve on: 
Another God, or two Gods, found very harſh ; no 
Scripture, no Fathers, ever ventured upon it; and 
Chriſtian Ears cannot bear it. What then muſt be 
done? You at length put on an Air of Aſſurance, 
and intimate to us, (p. 6.) that an inferior God beſides 
the ſupreme, is not another God; and that Two Gods, 
in the Nature of Language, muſt ſignify two Co-or- 
dinate Gods, or Gods in the fame Senſe. But, as th: 
Nature of Language hitherto has been always diffe- 
rent, and you can give no Examples in any Writings, 
ſacred or profane, of this ew Kind of Languague; 
that any two Gods, and each of them received and 
adored as 4 God, were not two Gods, as well as on: 
God, and another God; e you muſt give us Leave to 
think that T his Kind of anfwering is really ſaying 
nothing. All the Heathens that acknowledged on: 
ſupreme God, over many inferior Deities, will, by 


your Way of Reaſoning, ſtand clear of the Charge 


4 
ö 1 [= 
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of admitting more Gods than one. Strange! that you 
ſhould appeal to the Nature of Language, in a Caſe 


where the Language of Mankind, Fews, Pagans, and 
Chriſtians, hath been always contrary. 

You have two or three References at the Bottom 
of the Page; which I paſs over, as not coming up 
to the Point in hand. It you have any Countenance 
from Euſebius, it will amount to no more than That 


| 25 Man's contradicting Himſelf, and the Catho- 


icks before him, as well as Thoſe of his own Time: 
His Authority therefore, eſpecially for a plain Blun- 
der and Soleciſm in Language, will be very inconſi- 
dcrable, and weigh little with us. 
As to my Argument, concerning Baal, and Aſh- 
garoth, and the Pagan Deities; you anſwer it by tel- 
ling me, you know not how to excuſe it from Pro- 
phaneneſs. You ſhould have ſaid, (for That the Rea- 
der will ſee to be plainly the Caſe,) that you kzew 
not how to evade its Force. A Rebuke is much ea- 
ſier than a ſolid Reply; which was here wanted. 
Tell me plainly, if the firſt Commandment excludes 
only other Supremes, and not inferior Deities; why 
Baal, or Aſbraroth, or any Pagan Deity might not 
have been worſhiped along with the God of 1/ract, 
without any Violation of That Commandment The 


Law indeed ſays, you ſhall have zo other Gods before, 
or beſides Me; that is, according to you, no other 


Supreme God, or Gods. How then are inferior and 


ſubordinate Deities, how many, or what ſoever, at 
all excluded by That Law ? Here lay the Pinch of 
the Difficulty 3 which, becauſe you could not take it 
off, you are pleaſed to diſſemble, and to run to ano- 
ther Point. You repreſent it, as if I had intended 
2 Compariſon between Chriſt, and the Pagan Deities; 
and you remind me of the Difference betwixt Them; 
which is only folemn Trifling. I made no Compari- 
+ ſon, nor did my Argument imply Any: But This is 
* plain, that the Texts which ; cs! 

| Deities, do not exclude any that are not Supreme, or 


e only ſupreme 


ot not 
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not conſidered as Supreme: And ſo you, by your In- 
terpretation of Thoſe Texts, have, in a manner, 
voided and fruſtrated every Law of the Old Teſta- 
ment againſt /dolatry. If the very Mention of This 
evident Conſequence be a Thing ſo prophane, what 
muſt your Doctrine be, that involves This very Con- 
ſequence in it? I ſhewed you, in my Defenſe, p. 237. 
how, upon your Principles, Any Man might eaſily 
have eluded every Law of the Old Teſtament, relat- 
ing to Worſhip, or Sacrifice. One plain and direct 
Anſwer to That Difficulty would have been more 
ſatisſactory to the Reader, than all your ſtudied Di- 
verſions. 

You proceed to a tedious Harangue about media- 
torial Worſhip; which ſhall be conſidered in its Place, 
but is here foreign, and not pertinent. You ſhould 
have ſhewn how, by the Force of Theſe Texts 
(which declare the Uzity, and aſcribe the Worſhip 
to God alone) inferior Deities can be excluded, but 
upon This Principle, that the Texts are to be undcr- 
ſtood as excluding all other Gods abſolutely, and not 
with your Reſtriction of all other Supremes only, 
You have indeed contrived a Way, ſuch as it is, to 
bring in the Worſhip of Chriſt: but it is by making 
ſo wide a Breach in the Laws of the Old Teſtament, 
that had it been diſcovered by the Fes of Old, there 
had been Room enough to let in all imaginable Kinds 
of inferior Deities. They might eaſily have pleaded, 
that the Texts were intended of one Supreme God; 
and that He alone was to be worſhiped as ſuch : But 
as to ſubordinate Deities, as the Texts did not reach 
Them, ſo neither need they be ſcrupulous about the 


Worſhip of Them. This is the preſſing Difficulty, | 


to which, after ſufficient Time to conſider, you 


have not been able to make any tolerable Anſwer, 
Wherefore it may fairly be concluded, that the Ar- 


gument is unanſwerable; and that This Query having 


bore the Teſt, will now ſtand the firmer. You ſeem Þ 


to think that you have done your Part, when you 


have 
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Live found out a Reaſon why Chriſt ſhould be wor- 
Tiped : But the main Thing wanting, was, to give a 
eaſon (upon your Principles) out of the Law, why 
Any inferior Deities, along with the Supreme, might 
not be worſhiped alſo. You do well to plead for the 
Worſhip of Chriſt : It is a Doctrine of the Goſpel, 
and I think of the Law too. But you had done bet- 
ter, if you had contrived to make the Law and the 
Goſpel hang together; and had not 88 fruſtrated 
the main Intent and Deſign of one, in Order to main- 
tain the other. 
Vou have ſome Obſervations, p. 9, 10, 11. which 
ſem to me foreign to the Bulineſs of This Query: 


They may deſerve ſome Notice in a more proper 
Place, 
F QukRx. II. 


Thether the Texts of the new Teſtament (in the ſecond 


Column) do not ſhew, that He (Chriſt) is not ex- 


* cluded, and therefore muſt be the ſame God. 

FHE Sum of my Argument is, that ſince all 
| other adorable Gods are excluded by the Texts 
of Iſaiah; and yet it appears from the ſame Scripture, 
that Chriſt is adorable, and God, it mult follow, that 
He is not another God; but the ſame God with the 


Father, | 
This Scripture Argument I confirm from Teſtimo- 
nies of Antiquity, declaring, 


I. That other Gods only, (not God the Son,) or 


Idols, are excluded by the Texts which concern the 
Unity, | | 


2. That God the Son is not Another God. 
3. That He is the ſame God, or one God, with the 


Father. 


4. That the one God of 1/7ael (confeſſedly God 
Supreme) was Chriſt, ſpeaking in his own Perſon; be- 


ing God, not as God's Repreſentative, but as God's 
Son, of the ſame Subſtance with the Father. Thi 
3 


K a. 
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' «ther's creating all Things By or Through Chriſt, 1; 
only This; that They are To Perſons, and that ther: | 
is a Priority of Order betwixt Them; not thar th: 

Son is not God in as high a Senſe, or in the ſame Sen- 
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This is the Sum of what I endeavoured to make 
out, under the ſecond Query. I am firſt to conſider 
what you have to offer, in order to take off the 
Force of my Evidence; and next, to examine any 
Counter-Lvidence which you may have produced to 
ballance mine. In This Method i deſign to proceed: 
And let the Reader, who deſires to ſee diſtinctly in- 
to the Merits of the Cauſe, take it along with him, 
My Scripture-Argumeut was formed upon the follow. 
ing Texts: oh. i. 1. Heb. i. 8. Rom. ix. 5. Phil. ii. 6, 
Heb. i. 3. Let us now examine Them in their Ordcr. 


John i. 1. 

My Argument here is, that the A/, Word, i 
called God, not in any improper, or looſe, figurati»: 
Senſe; but in the Proper, and ſtrict Senſe of th: 
Word God. Therefore He is not excluded among 
the nominal Gods; therefore He is one and the ſaw 
God with God the Father. 

You reply, p. 15. that God the Word, is not God 
in as Zizh a Senſe as the Father Himſelf. The Rc 
fon why He is not, or can not, you aſſign, Becauſc 
By Hun, or Through Him, all Things were made; 
which cannot, you ſay, be truly affirmed of the on 
ſupreme God and Author of all. On the contrary, | 


athrm, Thar ſince All Things were made by Him, He 


is not of the Number of the Things made; there- 
fore zo Creature; therefore God in the ſtrict Senſc; 
and, ſince God is one, the ſame God. 

The moſt which you can juſtly infer from the Fa- 


as the Father. 

What you cite from Euſebius, ſignifies little; ex- 
cept it be to expo'e the Weakneſs of a great Man: 
Who'e Authority is of no Value with me, any far— 
ther than he is conſiſtent with himſelf, and with in 

n Catho- 


* 
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atholicks before, and in, and aſter his own Times. 
Not to mention that his Authority is late; and I 
may almoſt as well produce Athanaſius, Hilary, and 
the elder Cyril againſt you, as you produce Euſebius 
againſt me : Who, after all, is ſo different from Him- 
elf, in different Places of his Works, that, «pc: the 
hole, it is extremely difficult to know what Judg- 
ment to make of Him. To return to Jen i. T. 
In my Defenſe, p. 11. I give the Reader a View of 
your real, and intended Conſtruction of St. John. 
The Word was with the one ſupreme God, Another 
God inferior to Him, a Creature of the great Cod. 


8 


ſeems, your own real Senſe, when put into plain 
Terms, is too frightful for your ſelf to admit. You 
*endeavour therefore to wrap it up, and diſguiſe it, in 
' Theſe Words: The Word was with the one ſupreme 
God and Father of all; and the Mord was Himſelf 4 
divine Perſon, —in Subordination to the one ſupreme 
God, — and By Him did the one ſupreme God and 
Father of all make all Things, All the Differcace be- 
' tween This and mine is, that I ſpoke out your whole 


This Repreſentation, you lay, is unjaſt, p. 45. It 


' Senſe, and you inſinuate it, or mince it; being a- 


ſhamed to ſay all that you mean. This divine Perſon 
you ſpeak of, you own to be God, neither dare you 
lay otherwiſe ; you do not allow Him to be the [ae 
Cod; therefore your Mcaning is, and muſt be, that 
He is Another God So far my Repreſentation is ma- 
niteſtly juſt. But farther, This fame divine Perſon 
you, with your whole Party, deny to be neceſſarily- 
exiſting ; therefore you make of Him a precarious Be- 


ing, which is nothing but Another Name for Crea- 


ture; therefore He is, upon your Principles, a Crea- 
ture of the great God: And lo my Interpretation, or 
Repreſentation of your reſerved, and real Meaning, 
is true and juſt to a Tittle. Your next Attempt 15, 
not to repreſent, but to corrupt, and mangle my Con- 
ſtruction of St. John. I refer the Reader to my Ser- 
eons, for a full View of my Stufe in That Particular. 


Let 
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Let us ſee what you can make of it by the Help of 
Chicane, and Cavilling. The Word was with the one 
ſupreme God— Himfelf the ſame one ſupreme God, (yet 
meaning Another ſupreme God in the ſame undivided 
Subſtance) and by the ſame one ſupreme God, aid th: 
one ſupreme God make all Things. That is to fay, 
4 The Word was with the Father the one God Sz. 
ce preme, and was Himſelf, tho' not the ſame Perſon, 
ce yet one and the ſame God* Supreme, and by the 
« Son who is God Supreme, and Creator“, the Fa- 
&« ther, ſupreme God alſo, made the Worlds.“ What 
is there abſurd, or contradictory in all This? I have 
given you three Aute-Nicene Writers (Irenæus, Cle- 
mens of Alexandria, and Hippolytus) 1nterpreting St. 
Join in the ſame Way as I do. Shew me ove that 
ever interpreted him in your Manner. You are forced 
to diiguiſe the Matter, and to give your Meaning but 
by Halves; becauſe you know you have not on: 


' Aate-Nicene, or Poſt-Nicene Catholick Writer on 


your Side, ſo far as concerns your Conſtruction of 
St. John. You pretend that I make of the Son Auo- 
ther ſupreme God; not the ſame God. But as This 


is only ſaid, not proved; it mult paſs for nothing 


but a trifling begging of the Queſtion. Prove you 
That, as plainly as I have proved that you make the 


Son Another God, a Creature-Ged; or elle 2cknow- | 


ledge the Difference between a juſt Repreſentation, 


and an injurious Miſrepreſentation. So much for Fob. | 


1. 1. The ſecond Text is, 


c Det verbum, imo magis ip/e Deus. Iren. p. 132. 
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Heb. i. 8. 


My Argument here is, that Chriſt who in This 
Text is declared to be God, muſt be the ſame God 
with the Father, becauſe Scripture admits but one 
God; and expreſſly declares againſt every other God. 


To which you reply, p. 13. that the Apoſtle ſuffici- 
* ently explains Himſelf by the Words, God, even thy 
God; Verſe the ninth: And that I ought not to have 
omitted it. But I had abundantly anſwered That Pre- 
tence e, by interpreting the Words of Chriſt conſi- 
der'd in his human Capacity, referring to Dr. Bennet 
for a Vindication of it: Which is what you ought 
not to have omitted. This Text will come up again 
under Q. III. 


Rom. ix. 5. 
From This Text I form my Argument after the 


ſame Manner as in the two former. You pretend it 
' dubious whether it may not poſjivly be meant of the Fa- 


ther; referring to Dr. Clarke's Script. Doct. p. 75. 2d 
Edit. On the contrary, I maintain, that no reaſon- 


able Doubt can be made of its being meant of Chriſt ; 


referring to ſuch as have proved it . 

But allowing the Words to be intended of Chriſt, 
(which is no great Courteſy,) you have {till ſomethin 
farther to ſay, viz. that the Meaning of This Text 
is aiſtinttly explained, 1 Cor. xv. 27. and Eph. i. 22. 
But how explained? ſo as t. make the Son Another 
God? I ſee nothing like it: Neither does God's be- 
ing the Head of Chriſt, nor his putting all Things un- 
der Him, conclude any thing againſt what I aſſert, 
that Both together arc one God Supreme. See my 
Sermons, p. 224. A diſtin Perſonality, together 


e Defenſe, p. 56. 

f My Sermons, p. 221. Grabe Nor. in Bull, D. F. Sect. 2. c. 3. 
Grabe's  Inſkances of Deſects, &c. p. 24. Second Review of Doxolcg'25, 
P. 15, 16. Dy. Calamy's Sermous, p. 38. : 

& with 
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with a Supremacy of Order, or_ Office, are ſufficient | 


to account for all, upon my Principles. You remind 
me of Hippolyrus's Comment on This Text, in theſe 
Words: „ Chriſt is God over all: For thus He 
« Himſelf fays plainly, All Things are given me from 
« the Fathers .*+* But why did you overlook the Word; 
immediately following: Who being over all God 
« bleſſed, was begotten (of the Virgin) and becoming 
« Man is God for ever.“ You fee, Hippoihius ſup- 
po es Him to have been God before the commencin 
of his mediatorial Kingdom, before the Time when 
all Things were faid to be given Him; and therefore 
Hippolytus may rcafonably be ſuppoſed ro mean no 
more, than that all Things were intruſted with Him, 
becauſe He, ſo great and fo divine a Perlon, was the 
moſt proper to ſuſtain ſo great a Charge. The Con- 
ſideration thereof leads back to his antecedent D.gni- 
ty, and Excellency, which qualified him for ſo great, 
and ſo endearing a Charge. Wherefore it was right 
in Hippohtus to make Mention of it, in Order to con- 
firm what was laid, Rom. ix. 5. that He 1s over al 


God bleſſed for ever. Epiphanius, who cannot be ſu- 


ſ-eted of Arianizing, ſcruples not to argue upon the 
ſame Text, jult as Hippolyzus does, and almoſt in the 
ſame Words*. And they did not quote Matt. xi. 27. 


(or Lule x. 22.) to ſhew how, or when, Chriſt} 
was appointed Gd; They had no fuch Thoughts, 
believing Him to have been always God; but to confirm 


what was faid in Rom. ix. 5. ſo as to ſhew withal, 


that He was diſtinet from the Father, not the ſame} 


Perſon with Him, as Noetus pretended. 
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* You bring up Hippohytus again, to confirm, as you 
imagine, your Fancies upon 1 Cor. xv. 27. Hippolitus 


* 
% 
- 


4 
1 


* 
* 
* 
* 


7 
9 


1 
4 
1 
* 


of ſome QUERIES. 


F 


43 


anſwering the Objection of Noctus, drawn from Rev. 


i. 8. where Chriſt is {tiled TATINPALTWp, (and from 
whence Noetus inferred, that Chriſt muſt be the very 
Father Himſelf incarnate,) I ſay, Hippolytus, in has 
Anſwer, hath the Words which you recite. © If 


ce therefore all Things are put under Him, exceptin 


Him that did put all Things under Him, He hath 
Dominion over all, and the Father over Him; 


that in all Things may be made a 
e whom all Things are ſubject, nk 


Dear one God to 
er with Chriſt, 


„to whom the Father hath ſubjected all Things, 
„ Himſelf only excepted. | 


Mi" j 


Hippolyrus here ſpeaks not of the N, but of 
God incarnate, Chriſt 


From 


whence it is manifeſt, againſt Noetus, that the Fa- 
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omni potens Chriſtus appellatur. Si enim omnia Patris Filii ſunt, 
& ut ipſe loquitur in Evangelio, data eſt m hi omnis poteſtas in cælo 
& in Terra. & omnia mea tua ſunt, cur non etiam Omnipotentis no- 
men referatur ad Chriſtum, ut ſicut Deus Dei, & Dominus Domini, 
fic Omnipotens Omnipotentis Filius tit? Hieronym. in Iſa. Tom. 3, p. 13. 

Nec mirum ſi Chriſtus dicatur Omnipotens, Cui Tralita eft omnis 
Poteſtas in calo & in Terra. Et qui dicit; omnia que Patris ſunt, 
Si autem omnia, id eſt, Deus ex Deo, Dominus ex Do- 
mino, lumen de lumine ; ergo & ex emnipotente omnipotens: Ne- 
que enim fieri poteſt ut quorum una natura elt, diverſa fit gloria. 
Hieron. in Zach, Tom. 3. p. 1718. 
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Jeſus ; ſhewing that Chriſt, | 
ſince his Incarnation, has been ſubject to the Father. 
and will be fo alſo, in his human Capacity, after He 
has delivered up bis mediatorial Kingdom. 
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ther Himſelf was not incarnate, was not Chriſt; for 
then whom could Chriſt be ſubject to, but to Him- 
ſelf? Which is abſurd. This I take to be the Senſe 
of Hippolhtus, and his full Senſe ; his Argument re- 
quiring no more: Beſides that, it is not conſiſtent 
with Hippolytus's other Writings, to make the Son, 
in his higheſt Capacity, ſubject to the Father, and 
under his Dominion. For, not to mention that Hip- 
polytus in This very Tract, plainly teaches that the 
Son is of the ſame Subſtance with the Father, and 
one God with Him, {as ſhall be ſhewn more fully 
hereafter,) he concludes his Treatiſe with aſcribing 
Glory and Dominion to the Son with the Father and 
the Holy Ghoſt. Now, it would be very abſurd thus 
to join Sovereign and Subject together, aſcribing the 
ſame Glory and Dominion to Both*. And in the 
Words going before, ſpeaking of Chriſt, he ſays, 
He being God, became Man for our Sakes, to whom the 
Father ſubjecled all Things! , Which ſhews that all 
his Diſcourſe before, relating to the Srbjettion of 
Things to the Son, and of the Son to the Father, is 
after bis Incarnation; and is to be underſtood of the 
e οοττ , the God- an; who, as Cod, had all 
Things under Him; as Man, was Himſelf under the 
Father. To confirm which, we may obſerve that 
Hippolytus interprets Chriſt's praying to the Father, 
as being done 01z0rpuras. Theſe are his Words: 
Chriſt made all theſe Prayers economically, as Man, 
being Himſelf very God. Does This look as if Hip- 
polytus believed God the Father to have ſovereign Do- 
minion over Chriſt, in his higheſt Capacity? Might 
not any Subject of God have prayed to God, as ſuch * 

Kk Arg 4 ite @ T9 xf 22 TuTpi gy dryi Trvugim, &c 
Hippol. p. 20. 
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You ſay (p. 16.) that the Doctrine which I alledge This 
Text (Rom. ix. 5.) 0 prove, is 4 Contradittion to ths 
whole Stream of Antiquity. And here again you quote 


* Hippolytus (the ſpurious and interpolated Hippolytus, accor- 


1 


ding to you) as a juſt Interpreter of the Antients. It 


ſeems, you are willing to admit him, when he ſays Any 
Thing that looks for your Purpoſe. The Words you 


* chiefly value are TaYTOX CATUP 0% maT P95 AK. 


| Yeurms. Chriſt was conſlituted Ruler over all by the Father. 


On Occaſion whereof, let me obſerve a T hing to you 
which you are not aware of; that tho' the Antients 


ſcrupled not to ſay, that Chriſt was conſtituted by the 


Father, Ruler, or Lord, or even Creator, (according to 
Prov. viii.) or Any Thing coming under the Notion of 


Office, (the Father being ever looked upon as Firſt in Or- 
der, and in virtue thereof, the Fountain of every Offce, 
according to his own voluntary Appointment) yet you 
will never find it ſaid by the Antients, that The Fa- 
ther conſtituted Chriſt a God, or appointed Him to be 
God. Which Obſervation is highly deſerving your 
ſpecial Notice; as it may diſcover to you a funda- 


mental Flaw in your Hypotheſis, and may ſhew that 
you have took a great deal of Pains with theAntients, 


upon a very wrong View, and (give me leave to add) to 


very little Purpoſe. Had you found ever an antient Teſ- 


timony, declaring that Chriſt was conſtituted God 
over all, you would have done ſomething : The reſt 


are impertinent, and come not up to your Point. 


The Word God was never looked upon as a Word 


of Office, or Dominion, but of Nature and Subſtance : 
And hence it is, that the Antients never ſpeak of 
| Chriſt's being conſtituted God. One Uſe indeed you 


may make of your Obſervation from Hippolytus, that 
maT ExTHWPs tho' it be often in the LXX the ren- 
dring of NA FW Lord of Hoſts, yet the Fa- 
thers ſometimes uſed it in a lower Senſe, ſuch as 
comes not up to the Strength of the Hebrew: And 
therefore I readily acknowledge ra you, that ſuch 


| 
: 
' 
| 
f 
| 
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Paſſages of the Fathers as ſtile Chriſt mayToz ego, 
are not pertinently alleged to prove Him to be the 
Fehovah in the ſtrict Senſe of that Name, according 
ro Tho'e Fathers. But enough of This. Upon the 
whole, it may appear that you have not been able to 
take off the Force of Ros. ix. 5. 


Phil. ii. 6. 


My Argument from This Text runs thus. He that 
was in the Form of God, that is, naturally Son of God, 
and God, and as ſuch equal with God, is God in the 
lame high Senſe as the Father Himſelf is; and ſince God 
is one, the fame God. To This you only reply, (p. 14.) 
that nothing can be more direttly againſt me, than This Text. 
Which — Sentence, void of all Proof, and 
coming from a Man fallible as my ſelf, deſerves no far- 
ther Notice. You have a great deal more npon This 
Text, from p. 50. to p. 64. but put together in ſo con- 
fuſed a Manner, with a Mixture of foreign Matters, that 


I ſhall not ſpend Time in purſuing you; but refer the 
Reader ro my fifth Sermon upon this very Texc: | 


Where all that you have material is already anſwercd, 


or obviated. Your incidental Pleas and Pretences rc- 
lating to Novatian, and other Antients, will be au— 
{wered in their Place. I proceed to another Text. 


Heb. 1. 3. 


My Argument here is, that He who is the Brigli- 
weſs of his Father's Glory, and the expreſs Image of his 
Perſon, cannot reaſonably be ſuppoſed to be excluded 


— 5 — 


among the nominal Gods. But if he be not excluded, | 


He is included in the one ſupreme God. Therefore, & 
Now, in "og the fourteenth, you are content only | 


to ſay, which I can as eaſily gainſay, that This Text 


is directly azainſt me. But you reſume it again, p. 65. 
out of Method; and thither I muſt attend you. 


n See my fifth Sermon. 


| Then 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 47 
There you talk much of By his Son, and By whom, 
and of the Father's being his God: Which kind of 
| Reaſoning I have ſufficiently anſwered above. But 
vou add, that the Image of the one 1 God cannot 
; 4 Je Image He is. 
But what mean you by the Words That ſupreme God * 
Plainly, That ſupreme Father, who is God: And thus I 
| readily allow, that He cannot be Himſelf That very Per- 
' ſon whoſe expreſs Image He is. But why do you thus 


e Himſelf That one ſupreme God, 1 


perpetually quibble with the Phraſe That ſupreme God ; 


as if there were 20 Gods, This and That, and making the 
| ſupreme God a Name for one Perſon only? This, you 
muſt be ſenſible, is taking the main Point for granted; 
and poorly begging of the Queſtion: Which is a Thing 


beneath the Character of an able Diſputant. To proceed: 


I had been preſs'd with a Paſſage of Euſebius, relating 
to This Text; and J returned a clear and full Anſwer 
to it in my Defenſe, p. 18, 19. You bring another Paſ- 
ſage out of Euſebius, in his Demonſtratio Evang. tho* - 


you know that even Biſhop Ball, who otherwiſe is 


2 Defender of Euſebius, yet makes no Account of 


what he wrote before the Vicene Council: As neither 


do I. I ſhall not therefore give my ſelf the Trouble 


of attending you, as often as you fill your Margin 
with That Author. I had faid however, what was 


true, in relation to the Paſſage brought againſt me 


' 33 0 
before ; that by %% 83% , Euſebius might mean no 
more than what Pierias, Methodius, Alexander, and 


Tertullian, meant by the like Expreſſions; that is, 
to Perſons. To which you reply, (p. 68.) that I, 
by adding what the Antient Writers conſtantly diſclaim- 
ed, (viz. an Equality of ſupreme Authority in the 


Two Perſons) do neceſſarily make, what They never did, 
Two ſupreme Gods, however inſeparable or undivided, 
& to their Subſtance. But you are under a double 
Miſtake; firſt, in imagining that the Antients did 
not acknowledge an Equality of ſupreme Authority as 
much as I do; and next, in fancying that They and I 

| | (for 
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(for the Charge affects Both, or neither) thereby 
make % ſupreme Gods. The Antients, and I con- 
| formable thereto, always ſuppoſe a Headſhip, or Pri- 
! ority of Order of the Father, referring his conſub- 
ſtantial Son to Him as his Head. And This Origina- 
tion in the divine Paternity (as Biſhop Pearſon {| wit d 
bath antiently been looked upon as the Aſſertion of the 
Unity: And therefore the Son and Holy Ghoſt have 
been believed to be but one God with the Father ; 
(N. B.) becauſe Both from the Father, who is one, and 
o the Union of them. It you ask how the Authority, 
or Dominion, (tor ſo I underſtand you here, and not 
as Authority ſometimes ſignifies Paternity, and Autor 
is Pater;) I ſay, if you ask how it can be ſupreme in 
Both, if it be original here, and derivative there; I 
anſwer, becauſe it 1s the ſame in Both, only exiſting 
in a different Manner: Neither are there to Domi. 


rions or two Sovereiguties, any more than Two E/- 


ſences, Subſtances, or Gods. The Queſtion, from 
' whence the Son's Dominion is, is one Point, and how 
great, or how high, is quite Another. If you ak 
from whence the Son's Dominion is, I ſay from the Fa- 


ther, as his Eſſence alſo is: If you ask from hen | 


the Father's Dominion is, I ſay, from none, as I lay al- 
. fo of his Eſſence. But if you ask me, what, or hov 


great, or how high; I ſay equal? in Both, and indeed 


One 


o Pearſon on the Creed, p. 40. 
Ou7s Y Toi Taos wit, Neige. wan; 3 6 TUM, if 8, wo, rb ©, 4 
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rat. 32, p. 520. 

In illa quippe una Subſtantia Trinitatis, Unitas eſt in Origin, 
æqualitas in Prole, in Caritate autem, Unitatis æqualitatiſque Com- 
munio. Fulgent. ad Monim, l. 2. c. 11. p. 37. 

p Aqualem ergo Patri credite Filium, ſed tamen de Patre Filium, 
Patrem verò non de Filio. Origo apud Illum, equalitas apud Iſtum. 
Auguſt. Serm. 140. Tom. 5. p. 681. 

Quod ſi dixeris, eo ipſo major eſt Pater Filio quia de nullo genitus 

gw tamen æqualem; cito reipondebo, imo ideo non eſt major 
ater Filio, quia genuit ezialem, non minorem. Originis enim QUr 
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Qu. II. of ſme QUERIES. 49 
one undivided Same, juſt as the Eſſence is. Thus your 


Charge of % Gods, which you ſo frequently repeat, 
through your abounding in falſe Metaphyſicls, is proved 


a Fallacy, anda groundleſs Calumny. 


You proceed to examine my Authorities for m 


Conſtruction of Heb. i. 3. one by one. This being 
but a very ſmall and incidental Part of the Contro- 
verſy, I could be content to pals it over, for fear of 

being tedious to the Reader. But I will endeavour 


to be as ſhort as poſſible. You begin with 3 
me for citing Origen out of Athangſius; who lived, 
you ſay, above a hundred Years after Origen's Death. 


It was not quite a hundred when Athanaſius wrote 


the Piece from whence I cited the Paſſage. Bur no 


Matter. I queſtion whether you can bring any Thing 


of Origen's that is of better, or indeed ſo good Autho- 
rity ; conſidering how carefully Athanaſms's Works 


have been preſerved, how negligently moſt of Ori- 


gens, and how much They have been corrupted; as 
the beſt Criticks allow. Will you produce me any Mts. 
of Origen, above the Age of Athanaſius: Or will you 
aſſure us that later Scribes were more faithful in copy- 
ing than He? To paſs on; you think however that 
the Paſſage cited from Origen 1s nothing to my Purpoſe ; 
it does not ſhew that the Son is the one ſupreme God: 
But it ſhews enough to infer it, though it does nor. 
directly ſay it. It ſhews that, in Origen's Opinions 
the Image muſt be perfectly like the Proto-type 3 


ſtio eſt quis de quo fit, æqualitatis autem qualis, aut quantus ſit. 
E Torn. 8. p. 718. 

um fit gloria, ſempiternitate, virtute, Regno, Poteſtate, hoc quod 
Pater eſt ; omnia tamen hxc non ſine Auclore, ſicut Pater, Deus ex 
Patre tanquam Filius, fine initio & equalis habet: & cum ipſe fic 


omnium Caput, ipſius tamen Caput eſt Pater, Ruffin. in Sym. 


Cum Pater omnia quæ habet g gnendo dedit, æqualem utique ge- 


nuit, quoniam nihil minus dedit: Quomodo ergo Tu dicis, quia | 
lle dedit, ille aceepit, ideo equalem Patri Filium non efle ; cum Eum 
cui data ſunt Omnia & ipſam æqualitatem videas 3ccepille? Auguſt, | 


Contr, Maxim. I. 2 b. 14. p. 707. | 
| Both 
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Both alike invi/ible, and like eternal“: So far He is 
expreſs ; and his Premiſes infer a great deal more, by 
Parity of Reaſon. Wherefore Origen, in his Book againit 
Celſus, carries the Argument up to a formal Equality in 
Greatneſs. His Words are* , *The God and Father of all 
& 15 not, according to us, the only one that is great. For 
« He hath impartcd even his Greatneſs, to his only Begot- 
ten, begotten before the Creation: That He bein 
ce the Image of the inviſible God, might keep up the 
& Reſcmblance of the Father, even in Greatneſs. For 
eit was not poltible for Him to be (if | may fo 
„e ſpeak) a commenſurate and fair Image of the invi- 
* f1ble God, without copying out his Greatneſi.“ 

Now, to me 1t feems, that This and the other 
Paſſage of Origen, arc Both very much to my Pur- 
pole. For, Origen was never weak enough to ima- 
gine that there were to Gods, equal in [nviſtbility, 
in Eternity, in Greatzeſs: But that the Father and 
Son, thus equal to each other, were together the one 
Cod Supreme. If you have any Paſſages to alledge 
to the contrary, out of Origen's lels accurate, or per- 
haps interpolared Works, they are by no means to be 
brought in Competition with thoſe I have cited: 
Beſides that moit of them may admit of a fair and 
candid Conſtruction, as meaning no more than that 
the Father is naturally prior in Order to the Son, or in 
O/ice ſuperior by mutual Concert and Agreement. 

Nor hall I think my felt obliged (which I mention 
once for all) to aniwer ſuch Teſtimonies as have been 
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before compleatly anſwered by Biſhop Bull; unleſs 

ou have ſomething new to add upon the Subject. 
We ſhall have more concerning Origen, in another 
Place. | 

You proceed to Diony/ius of Alexandria, (p. 71.) 
whom I had alſo cited in Relation to Zeb. i. 3. You 
call it citing at ſecond Hand, becauſe out of Athana- 
fins. May not any Writings whatever be almoſt with 
equal Juſtice ſaid to be cited at ſecond Hand? They 
muſt be conveycd to us by ſome Hand or other: And 
we cannot be more certain of any Parts of old Writ- 
ings than we are of theſe Parts e{pecially which were 
long ago cited, higher up than any Mis. now reach. 
But enough of this trifling. You bring up again 
the ſtale Pretence about what Bal and Photizs ſaid 
of Dionyſus : Which has been anſwered over and 
over, by conſiderable Writers? , This is what you 
ought not to have concealed from your Reader. You 
oblerve farther, that Diompſius docs not draw the 
ſame Inference from the Text that I do, viz. that the 
Son is the one ſupreme God, Very true: Neither 
ſhould I draw Thar Inference, if I was only proving 
the Eternity of God the Son; but I ſhould itop there. 
However, if there be occaſion to advance farther, 
nothing is eaſier than from the Coereraity to deduce 
all that I deſire, viz. that the Father and Son are 
together the one God Supreme Which is indeed 
the plain, certain Doctrine of the ſame Diomſius, in 
the ſame Treatiſe. The undivided Monad we extend to 


a Triad, and again the undimiziſhed Triad we contract 
into a Monad®, Now, I beieech you, what is his 


Monad, but the one God Supreme? And what doth it 


i Ball Def. Fid. Nic. p. 142. Ar. Thirlby's Anſwer to Mr Whil- 
ton's Suſpicions, p. 91, &c. Ruinart. Act. Mart. p. 181. Le Moyne 
Not. ad var. Sacr. p 235. Athanaſius de Sententia Diony ſii. 
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conſiſt of, but of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, accor- 
ding to this excellent Writer? 

My next Authority was Alexander of Alexandria” ; 
whom, you ſay, I cite out of Athanaſins. You ſhould 
have ſaid, out of Aontfancon's Edition of Athanaſis's 
Works, into which He has inſerted This Epiſtle of 
Alexander, The Reader perhaps otherwiſe may ſu- 
ſpect that This was again at ſecond Hand, as you would 
call it, from Athanaſiun. Well, what have you to ſay 
to the Thing? It amounts, you think, to no more 
than what Arius himſelf might have faid, viz. that 
the Son is not ( avoun@* T5 eng = TraTpos) of unlike 
Subſtance to the Father. You ſhould have added the 


other Words by me cited, etc TIAfIdy % dT ALYLOUC 
TY ma, the perfect Image and Shining forth of the 
Father. Which I believe neither Arias, nor your 
ſelf would be willing to admit. However, Arius had 
denied that the Son was cua®> TH Gl, of like Sub- 
france with the Father; as appears from That very E- 
piltley. And ncither Arius nor you, would havc 
faid 4721)zaoun 7 nates, but amatzama & n 
Y TaTp3s, which Kind of Expreſſion Dr. Clarks 
contends for in Oppoſition to = other. You pro- 
cecd to cite a pretty large Paſſage from Alexander's 
other Epiſtle in Theodoret, to ſhew, as you pretend, 
that He has nothing agreeable to my Notion ; tho' the 
whole Epiſtle is exactly agreeable to my Notion, and 


indeed contains it. Alexander no where ſays, with | 


you, that the Father alone has ſupreme Authority, So- 
. and Dominion: He was too wiſe and too 
good a Man to divide the Son from the Father. He 


u Tia; eron oO 7% eb Te murpec, 0 av s T1, 2 G u- 
540 we et nar;i;; Alexand, Alcxand. Ep. inter Op. Athanil. 
Pig: 399. | 
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w Among Arius's Tenets, This is one. Oùn d bu r eee. 
79 T&Te ia, Ibid. p. 398. | 3; 58 
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; ex reſſes their Inſeparabilityæ in all Things, in very 


ww 
4 
„ 


full and expreſs Terms ; together with the Son's 1Ve- 


© ceſſary-Exiſtence? , and ſupreme Divinty* ; blaming the 
| 22 for laying hold of Chriſt's Acts of Submiſ- 


ſion, and Condeſcenſion, in Order to ſink and leſſen 
it. All you can find in this Writer, that looks for 


our Purpoſe, is, that the Prerogative of VDnbegotten 
longs to the Father (which I alſo conſtantly main- 


tin) and that the Son was neither unbegotren, nor 
© created, but between Both: Which Alexander ob- 
ſerves, in Oppoſition to the Arians, who pretend- 
ed there was no Medium, but that the Son muſt be 


either Vnbegotten, or a Creature, You cite Part of 
This Paſſage, but omit what would have ſhewn fully 
the Senſe of the Author ; which runs thus: | 


« For Theſe Inventors of idle Tales (the 4rians) 


te pretend, that we, who reject their impious and un- 


ce ſcriptural Blaſphemy againſt Chriſt, as being from 
«© Nothing, aſſert 7T3»o unbegotten Beings : Alledging, 
<« very ignorantly, that one of theſe two we muſt 
ce of Neceſſity hold; either that He (Chriſt) is from 
& Nothing, or that there muſt be to unbegotten Be- 
« ings. Unthinking Men! Not to conſider the great 
« Diſtance there is between the unbegotten Father, 
« and the Things created by Him our of l 


« (as well rational, as irrational,) betwixt which 


« Two, comes in the intermediate onh- begotten Na- 


X Aιν @,0045%8 Tay ware d. Toy TetICa N yov, &c. p. 12. 
MineZv T&Tpog N "yod odd b — hagnwa, V f nrôg Evveins r 
Qarranaocy Tis Y Iwapwing. I bid. 
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* ture of God the Word, by whom the Father made 

all Things out of Nothing.“ 
I ſee nothing in This Paſſage, but what I can hear. 
tily aſſent to; underſtanding by Nature, Perſon, as 
Alexander Himſelf undcrſtood it; which Yaleſins 
obſerves. One Thing the Reader may remark, that 
the main Principle upon which you and your Friends 
found all your Oppoſition to the Doctrine of a Co- 
equal and Co-eternal Trinity, is no other than what 
you have borrowed from the ancient Arians ; and 
which Alexander, ia this Paſſage, ſeverely condemns ; 
namely, that God the Son cannot be God in the tric; 
| and proper Senſe, unleſs He be unoriginate and ſelf- 
| exiſtent, as the unbegotten Father Himlelt ; there be- 
| ing, as you conceive, no Medium between Self-exiſ- 
| tence, in the higheſt Senſe, and precarious Exiſtence : 
That is, in plain Words, (tho' you love to diſguil; 6 
it) between being unbegotten, and being a Creature. a 
And thus we have done with Zeb. i. 3. Some Poſi- 3 
Nicene Writers T had added, not to mate a Shen, p 
as you frowardly and fal'cly ſuggeſt ; but, as you very pt 
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well knew, to correct your Wonder, and your repre- |, 4 
ſenting it before as ſtrange, and new, to offer Thi | of 
Text in Proof of Chriſt's Divinity. | y 

You have not been able, we ſee, to invalidate the | 


Forcę of Thoſe few Texts, laid down in This Query, t 
with deſign to prove that Chriſt is not excluded, by 

any Texts of the Old Teſtament, or New, from 
being one God with the Father, but neceſſarily in- 
cluded in the one God Supreme. To theſe I might 


a O * 1% Ag oi PAnaPpuy EQ4121T af eden, m5 OH THY 2 | 
&x drr G0 3 eypubPor am your) Brachnwit, Gyre donc- | 
x4 Ivo" Io gungen AiryorTss Ov ah’ ef dai uro, 5 E 00% e 
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32% 5} vx ovrwy iroinm 6 T&Tip, Y $800 AS, &c, Alexand. Epitt. 
sp. Theod. l. 1. c. 4. p. 17, 18. 
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add many other Texts, ſignifying that the Father and Son 
are one; that the Son is in the Father, and the Father in Him; 
that He who hath ſcen one, has therein ſeen the other alſo; 
that the Son is in the Boſom of the Father, and as intimate 
as Thought to Mind; that all Things which the Father hath 
are the Son's; and that whatſoever the Father doth, the 


Son doth likewiſe ; that They are repreſented as one Tem- 


ple, Rev. xxi. 22. and as having one Throne, Rev. xxii. 1. 
and as making ove Light, Rev. xxi. 23. Theſe and 
many other Conſiderations, ſuggeſted in Scripture, 


ſerve to confirm and illuſtrate the ſame Thing. Bur 


it is now Time to examine your prerended Counter- 


Evidence drawn from Scripture : After the Diſcuſſion 
of which, we may come regularly to our Enquiry into 
the Senſe of Antiquity upon This Head, 

You had nen Joh. xvii. 3. 1 Cor. viii. 6. Eph. iv. 
6. which prove that the Father is ſtiled, ſometimes, the 
one God, or only true God; and that He is God of the 
Fews, of Abraham, &c. 1 asked, how thoſe Texts 
proved that the Son was not? You ſay, (p. 26.) very 


plainly. Let us hear how. You add, Can the Son of 
the God of Abraham, (Acts iii. 13.) be Himſelf That God 


of Abraham, who glorified his Son? But why muſt 
you here talk of 7. Lat God, as it were in Oppolition 
to This God, ſuppoſing to Gods ; that is, ſuppoſing 
the Thing in Queſtion? If I allow that there is a 
This God, and a That God, or Two Gods; you can 
prove, it ſeems, that Two Gods are not One God. Ve- 
ry ingenious ! Bur if I tell you that This divine Per- 
fon is not That divine Perſon, and yet Both are one 


| God; the Quibble is anſwered. You are very often 


at this kind of Play: And therefore it may be here 
7 x1 ro ſay ſomething more to it. Let us make 

rial of the like Argumentation in another Caſe. Ir 
is the Doctor's Principle, as hath been obſerved, that 
the divine Subſtance 1s infinitely extended, and yet 
the ſame Subſtance, every where. Let us now argue 
much after the ſame Manner as you do againſt me; 


This 
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This divine Subſtance here on Earth is not That divine 
Subſtance which fills Heaven: For This and That can- 
not be the Same. It is but repeating the Argument, 
and one may prove that the Divine Being, according to 
the Doctor, conſiſts of an infinite Number of different 
Subſtances, no two Parts whatever being the ſame Sub- 
ſtance. Such is the Force of your Logick, by the Help 
of This, and That. But if the Doctor, on the other 
Hand, can allow that the Subſtance may be the ſame, 
where there is a Diſtinction of This and That; then 
give us leave to take the Benefit of the Doctor's own 
Principles; and to conclude in the preſent Caſe, that 
Father and Son may be one Swbſtance, one Being, or one 
God, notwithſtanding the Diſtinction of This Perſon, 
and That Perſon. Having once fully anſwered your 
Quibble, you will not, I hope, expect that I ſhould 
do it again and again, as often as you get into this 
trifling Way. It will be ſufficient, juſt to hint to 


the Reader, that you are again playing, as uſual, with | 
This, and That; and ſo to diſmiſs it. Now let us pro- 
ceed. You ask farther, upon Acts iii. 13. Can the 
one Supreme God be exalted, or glorified by Another? In 
Anſwer to which I refer you to my fifth Sermon. You | 
add, is it not true, that the Leſs is bleſſed of the Greater? 
But what has Benediftion to do with Exaltation, and 


Glorification ? I am m__ of anſwering ſuch TREES 
You come to take off the Anſwer I had made to 
ſuch Texts as ſtile the Father the 2 God, &c. I 


had ſaid, He was not ſo ſtiled in Oppoſition to the Son, 


or to exclude Him, from being the one God. That 
is, ſay you, The Father, tho expreſily diſtinguiſhed, 


is ftill both Father and Son. That is your Miſtake 3 | 
We do not fay, that in theſe, or the like Inſtances, 


Both Perſons are included in the Term Father; but 
that the excluſive Terms, alone, or only, are not to 
be ſo rigorouſly interpreted, as to leave no Room for 
tacit Exceptions. To make this a little plainer to 
Y OUs 
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written, which BJes, no Per, on, knew but Himſelf: 
This was not ſaid in Oppoſition to the Father, or as ex= 
cluding Him from that Knowledge: For, it is ſtall 
racitly ſuppoſed, that He knew as much as the Son; 
and no Queſtion could be made of it. This is not 
including Father and Son under the Term Son; but is 


| ſpeaking of one only, abſtratting from the Conſidera- 


tion of not excluding the other. I had ſaid that the 


' Father is primarily, not eæcluſively, the one true God. 


You do not underſtand primarily: I am ſorry for it. 


Firſt in Order, firſt in Conception, God unbegotten ; 


and proceeding from none, as diſtinguiſhed from God 
begotten, and proceeding. You add, that when one Perſon 
is in any Reſpett declared to be the only, &c. He muſt needs 
be ſo, excluſively of all others, in That Senſe wherein He is 


Rev. xix. 12. It is ſaid of the Son, He had a Name © 


declared to be the only, cc. Otherwiſe there is no pr or” | 
or Uſe in Language. That is to ſay, ſince zo one knoweth the 


Father, but the Son, the Father muſt be excluded from know- 
ing in the ſame, or in ſo high a Senſe: And if zo one 
knoweth the Things of God but The Spirit, Both 
Father and Son are excluded from kzowing in ſo high 
a Senſe, or in the ſame Senſe. And if 20 one knew the 
Name written but the Son Himſelf, Both the Father and 
the Holy Ghoſt muſt be excluded from khyzowing : Other= 


' wiſe, there is no Certainty or Uſe in Language. 


©, 


And if Chriſt be ſtiled by the primitive Fathers, 


- as He often is, (ſee my Sermons, p. 141.) the only Jokes 
er 


the only Lord, the only God, the only King; the Fat 
muſt be 
God, in ſuch a Senſe as Thoſe Authors intended of 


excluded from being Fudge, Lord, King, or 


God the Son: Otherwiſe there is no Certainty or Uſe 


in Language, But I think, the Uſe of Language, 
and Cuſtom of Speech, in all Authors I have mer 


with, has gone upon This Rule, or Maxim, that ex- 
clave Terms are always to be underſtood in Oppoſi- 


tion only to what They are oppoſed to, and nor in 
Oppoſition to what They are not oppoſed to: And there 
I 18 


4 
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is both Uſe and Certain enough in Language, in This 
Way, ſo long as Men are bleſſed with any tolerable 
Share of common Senſe, and are but capable of under- 
8 ſtanding the Deſign, Drift, or Purport of any Speaker, 
or Writer. I fee where your Confuſion lies: And if 
he will bear a while with me, I will endeavour to 
elp you our of it. I conſider the Matter thus: The 
God of Iſrael (be it Father, or Son, or Both, or the 
whole Trinity,) is ſtiled the on God, God in the ſtrict, 
and emphatical Senſe of the Word God, in Oppoſition 
to Creature-Gods; which are none of them Gods in the 
ſame Senſe of the Word God. Here, you will obſerve 
that I lay the Emphaſis upon the Senſe of the Word 
God: And in This very higheſ and moſt emphatical Senſe | 
of the Word, I ſuppoſe as well Son and Holy Ghoſt, as 
the Father, to be God. 
Again the Farther may be empratically ſtiled the L 
only God, becauſe of his emphatical Manner of exiſt- 7 
ing. Here I lay the whole Emphaſis upon the Man- 1 
ner of exiſting, exiſting from none. Either Son, or 0 
Holy Ghoſt, is God in the very higheſt Senſe, in the 0 
ſame Senſe of the Word God, but not in the ſame  þp 
emphatical Manner. If therefore the Emphaſis be laid un 
upon the Senſe of the Word God, every Perſon of 
the Three is emphatically God, in Oppoſition to Crea- 
ture- Gods: But if the Emphaſis be laid upon the Man- ut 


ner of exiſting, the Father only is God in That eu- © 
phatical Manner, and for that very Reaſon is moſt 2, 
frequently ſtiled, in Scripture and Antiquity too, the da 
only God. I perceive, you do not diſtinguiſh between de 


being God in a different Senſe of the Word God, and b 
being God in a differen Nlanner, tho in the ſame | J 
Senſe of the Word: And hence ariſes your Perplexity 


—— 


upon This Head. I will give you one Example, out eſt 
; of many, which may help to illuſtrate the Caſe. The þ bei 
| Father is Spirit, and the Son is Spirit; bur yet the Fil 
| Loh Ghoſt is emphatically the Spirit. Not that He is | pat 
| | Spirit in any higher, or any 4 rem Senſe of the Word ® 


Spirit; 
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| Spirit ; But upon other Accounts, the Name of Spi- 


rit is emphatically and more peculiarly attributed to 
Him. In like Manner, the Father is God, the Son 
God, and the Holy Ghoſt God; yet the Father is 
emphatically the ove God. Not that He is God in 
any higher, or any different Senſe of the Word God: 
But upon other Accounts, (either as He is firſt kyown, 
or as being moſt «niver/ally acknowledged &, or chiefly 
as being Firſt Perſon t, and Head of the other two,) 
the Name of God, or only Goa, has been emphatically 
and more peculiarly appropriated to Him. Theſe 
Things being cleared, and ſet right, let us now paſs 
on. What you have, p. 27, 28. about the Son's be- 
ing ſent, conſidered even in his divine Nature, I rea- 
dily admit, and never doubted of. Neither do J diſ- 
pute but that He that ſendts, is for That very Reaſon 
greater than Him that is ſent; greater in reſpect of Of- 


other. And therefore I have not ſcrupled, after G- 
prian, Novatian, Athanaſius, Baſil, and others, in 
my Sermons *, ro admit that the Son is greater than 


* Quin & illud obſervatione dignum eſt, Judæos per id tempus, 
ut erant rudes & occæcati; ſolum Deum agnoviſſe quem Patrem ſuum 
eſſe Chriſtus docuerat — idcirco Joh. vii. ſic illos Chriſtus allo- 
quirur: Eft Pater mens, qui g loriſicat me, quem vos dicitis quia Deus 
veſter eſt, & non cognoviſtis eum. Itaque de Hoc ipſo Deo, quem Ju- 
dzi animo Capiebant, —_— udaizantes Hæretici plerique, ad quos 


dedocendos, vel refutandos Johannes iſta ſcribebat, loqui fic neceſſe 


habuit, ut diceret verbum erat 7p%; 2, Hoc eſt apud illum Deum, 


quem vos O Judzi & Hzretici, ſolum noviſtis. Petav. Dogm. Theol, 
ITom. 5. Part 2. p. 352, l. 16. c. 4. 


Salvo enim Filio, rectè unicum Deum poteſt deter minaſſe, cujus 
eſt Filius. Non enim deſinit eſſe qui habet Filium ip/e unicus, tuo 
ſeilicet nomine, quotiens ſine Filio nominatur. Sine Filio autem 
nominatur cum principaliter deter minatur ut prima perſona, quæ ante 
Filii nomen erat proponenda, quia pater ante cognoſcitur, & poſt 

trem filius nominatur. Tertul. contr. Prax. c. 18. 


F* Sermon 6, p. 191. | 
12 the 


fice voluntarily entred into; and greater in reſpect of 
natural Order of Priority, which made it proper for 


one to ſubmit to the inferior Office rather than the 


— 
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the Holy Ghoſt ; of which, if you pleaſe, ſee a full and 
brief Account, in a Book refer'd to in the Margin *. 

Your Teſtimonies therefore upon That Head, 
might have been ſpared, as containing nothing con- 
tradictory to me: Unleſs perhaps Euſebius, or the 
Council of Sirmium (neither of which are of an 
great Authority with me) might ſtrain the Notion 
rather too far ; as it is certain you do. 

You go on to 1 Cor. viii. 6, where you ſay the Son 
is in the moſt expreſs Words excluded. Excluded 
from being one God with the Father? Where? Shew 
me the expreſs Words if you can. I fay, the Father 
is there emphatically ſtiled the one God; and the Rea- 
ſon of it is intimated, becauſe of Him are all Things; 
Whereas in reſpect of the Son, they are only by Him: 
Which ſhews a Difference of Order betwixt Them, 
in exiſting, and operating. And this is all you can 
make of 1 Cor. viii. 6. However, as all Things 
are the Sen, as well as of the Father ; it appears 
from That very Paſlage, that They are Both one Cen- 
tor, one Joini-Cauſe of all Things. But of This 
Text J have ſaid more in my Sermons t. You won- 
der I ſhould not ſee in 1 Cor. viii. 6. that if the one 
Lord is included in the one God, (there ſpoken of, you 
ſhould have added,) the whole Reaſoning of the Apoſil: 
is quite talen away. But it is caſy to anſwer, that 
one God there is taken perſonally : And ſo I do not pre- 
tend that it there ſtands both for Father and Son, 
but for Father only; as one Lord is alſo taken there 
perſonally for the Son only. Nevertheleſs, the giving 
the Name ſometimes to one ſingly, is no Argument 
that the ſame Name may not alſo juſtly belong to 
Both together. On the contrary, it is certain, that 


if Botk are joined in the ſame one common Godhead, 


* Leo Allatius his Notes upon Methodius, p. 102, in Fabricius“ 
ſecond Volume of Hippolytus. | 


+ Serm. 2. p. 49. 54» a 
either 
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cither of them ſingly has a Right to be called the one God. 
not excluding the other from the ſame Right. 


What you add about Sabellianiſm, I pals over here 


as foreign. Your Quotation from Bp. Pearſon is 


ſhamefully abuſing your Reader, while you conceal 
what would have ſhewn that the Bp.'s Notion was 


© diametrically oppoſite to yours. I have ſet down his 


Words above f. As to Origen's Way of ſolving the 
Unity, it will be ſeen hereafter to be directly contra- 
ry to yours; as are alſo the Azte-nicene Fathers in ge- 
neral, as will be ſeen preſently. Euſebius I reckon not 


with the Ante-nicenes; unleſs you'll take in Athanaſins 


too, Who has Two Treatiſes written before any Books 
now extant of Euſebiut. What I had ſaid of Nova- 
tian, ſtood corrected in my two later Editions of + 
Defenſe, which you might have been ſo fair as to loo 

into. I ſay, if Novatian did not mean that Chriſt 
was God in the ſame Senſe with the Farher, and ozly 
God as well as the Father, it will be hard to make 
out the Senſe or Connexion of his Inference * from 
John xvii. 3. His Reaſoning is plainly This; that 
when our Lord ſaid, They might kryow Thee the onl 


true God, and FJeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent, his 
joining Himſelf to the Father in that Manner, ſhews 


that He muſt be God alſo. The Strength of his Ar- 
gument lies only in the Conjunction And: There are 
but two Conſtructions of it; either thus, know Thee, 
and alſo know jeſus Chriſt, (according to which there 


is nothing like an Argument, at leaſt not according 


T Fag. 43. 

* Si noluiſſet ſe etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, & quem mi- 
ſiſti Jeſum Chriſtum, niſi quoniam & Deum accipi voluit: quoni- 
am {1 ſe Deum nollet intelligi, addidiſſet, & quem miſiſti Hominem 
Jeſum Chriſtum ; nunc autem neque addidit, nec ſe Hominem nobis 
tantummodo Chriſtus tradidit, ſed Deo junxit, ut & Deum, per hanc 
conjunctionem, ſicut eſt, intelligi roller. Eſt ergo credendum in 
Dominum, unum verum deum, & in eum quem miſit Jeſum Chriſ- 
tum conſequenter: qui ſe nequaquam patri, ut diximus, junxiſſet 
ail Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Novat. c. 14. 
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to Novatian) or elſe thus, Thee the only true God, 
and alſo Jeſus Chriſt. Thus indeed the Text does 
afford an Argument of Chriſt's being God, and only 
God too. For it comes to This, that the Father, 
and alſo Chriſt, is the only true God. And thus Am- 
broſe* reaſons upon that Text, much after the ſame 
Way with Novarian: As alſo do Athanaſius t, and Au- 
ſtin X. Wherefore I do not ſee that I have at all 
miſrepreſented the Senſe of Novatian. What you 
farther pretend from other Parts of his Treatiſe, is by 


no means made out: All being eaſily reconciled upon 


the Foot of the Son's Subordination as a Son, or his 
voluntary Condeſcen/rons, without the leaſt Diminution 
of his ſupreme Authority, naturally and eſſentially 
adhering to Him. But Noi] ihall be more di- 
ſtinctly and accurately conſidered in the Sequel. 
You tell me, pag. 36. that the NVicene Creed 
profeſſes the Father to be the one God; as if any 


one queſtion'd it, or thought it of any Weight in 


the Controverſy! Do not I alſo profeſs the fame 
Thing? You add farther, that even the Poſt-Nicene 
Writers refer'd the Title of ö (w@®* annvvs Oels, 
the only true God, to the Father only (which is a Mi- 
rake f;) But what it They did? Then They reſerved 


lomc 


U cognoſcant Te ſolum verum Deum, c quem miſiſti Feſum 
Chriſtum; conjunctione illa Patrem utique copulavit & Filium, ut 


Chriſtum verum Deum à majeſtate Patris nemo ſecernat: Nunquam 


enim conjunctio ſeparat. Ambr. de Fid. I. 5. c. 1. Compare H- 


* lary, p. 815. 
ft Athanaſ Orat. 3. p. 558. 
* Et quem miſiſti Feſum Chriſtum. Subaudiendum eſt, unum ve- 
rum Deum, & ordo verborum eſt, wt te & quem miſiſti Feſium 
Chriſtum cognoſcant unum verum Deum. Auguſt. de Trin. I. G. c. 9. 


P. 549. 


Peravius remarks, that Novatian's was the ſame with St. Auſtin':, 


Petav. de Trin. l. 2. c. 4. 
+t 111k it not worth while to ſearch particularly for a Thing of li- 
tle or no Weight. But ſo far as I remember, the Title of only true God, 
ic very often applied by the Poſt-nicene Writers to all the Perſons e L 
109 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. s; 
ſome peculiar Titles to the Father, by Way of Emi- 
nency, to diſtinguiſh the firſ# Perſon of the Godhead: 


And That is all. And if the Poſt-nicene Writers, 
notwith!tanding their reſerving ſome peculiar and emi- 


nent Titles to the Father, yer believed all the three 
| Perſons to be the one God; why ſhould the reſerving 


of the ſame, or like Titles to the Father, among the 
Ante-nicenes, be made any Argument againſt thetr 


having the fame Faith with Thoſe that came after ? 


What you ſay of Epiphanius, (p. 37.) that He under- 


- \ \ . 
ſtood the Words T wor! arrive Oel, in John 


xvii. 3. of the Father only, is true: But you are pro- 
digiouſly out in your Account, when you pretend 


from the ſame Epiphanius, that o As Oeöbs, the 
true God, in John v. 20. was in his Time, aniverſally 
underſtood of the Father. Athanaſius quotes the Words 
ſeven Times ; conſtantly underſtanding them of God 
the Son: Baſil applies Them in the fame Manner x. 
So alſo do Ambroſe, Ferom, Fauſtinus, and Didymus. 
Theſe were all Contemporaries of Epiphanius. And 
J have not yet met with ſo much as one ancient 
Writer that ever underſtood Thoſe Words in 1 Foh. 
V. 20. of God the Father. Cyril of Alexandria, Au- 
ſtin, Fulgentius, Vigilius, Eugenius, and the reſt that 
wrote in the Age next to Epiphanius's, interpret the 
Text the ſame Way: And if Epiphanius did other- 
wiſe, he is very ſingular in it, and his judgment of 
very litcle Weight, againſt ſo many conſiderable Au— 


tho perhaps rarely to any ſingle Perſon, except the Father. Two In- 
ſtances of the latter, may here ſujfice. 

O Ve 78 Nod Ay . Nee RAnIn, £16 Kos) #96724; Ie To 
40% . tir * ws & ruTWp, Athanaſ. in Plal, Nov. Collect. p. 83. 

Eft ergo ſolus & verus Deus Filius, Hæc enim & Filio præroga- 
tivadefertur. Ambro/. de Fi d. I. 5. c. 2. p. 556. | 

As to the Rant of the Article, it is of uo Moment, fince the Words 
without the Article are as full and expreſſive of the Catholic Senſe o 
the Son's Divinity, as poſſible. 


* See the Places reſer'd to, Ser mon 6 p. 212. 
| thers 
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thors his Contemporaries. But it is as wild a Con- 
ſequence as ever was drawn, that becauſe Epiphanius 
did not inſiſt upon This Text, where he had Occa- 
ſion, therefore all the other Fathers, (tho' we have 
their own Words to vouch the contrary) underitood 
that place of God the Father. Mr. Whiſton, whoſe 
Zeal ſometimes tranſports him, yet did not care to 
come up to your Lengths in This Matter; being con- 
tent only to ſay, that Epiphanius was utterly 4 Stranger 
to the Athanaſiaz Expolition*: Which perhaps may 
be very true; and to the Arian Expolition alſo. For 
I will frankly own, I am inclinable to ſuſpect, that 
Epiphanius made uſe of ſome faulty Copy which had 


not the word ®tc;, but aAyIwes only; tho' I have 
not obſerved that any other Greek Writer had any 
ſuch faulty Copy. But it is certain, that ſome La- 
tins read, Hic eſt Verus, & Vita aterna. Hillary + 


for one: and probably Fauſinus, tho' the preſent 


Editions have Deus: And there is a Latin Treatiſe 


among nahe ſuppoſititious pieces aſcribed ro Athana- | 
ſus , which reads the Text the ſame Way. 


The 
Author, probably, Idatius Lemicenſis, about the Year 


458. 
You have ſomething more to ſay on 1 Cor. viii. 6. in 


Page 38. But, I think, I need not add Any thing to what 


I have before faid, referring allo to my Sermons. 


The next Text we are to conſider is Eph. ww. 1-! 


One God and Father of all, who is above all, aud 
through all, and in you all: A paſſage, which, I ſaid, 
had by the Antients, been generally underſtood of 


the whole Trinity. Upon which you fay, a A 
muſt have a ſtrauge Opinion of the Antients, who cas | 


think ſo. Your Reaſon is, becauſe He is there diſtin- 


guiſhed from the one Spirit, and the only Lord. And | 


* w hiſton's Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 35. Append. p. 47. 
+ Hilarius, p. 908. Ed. Bened. e 
Athanaſii Opera Suppoſ. p. 608, Ed. Bened. 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 
* what if the one Lord, and one Spirit be there firſt 
* diſtinctly named, I ſee no Abſurdity in afterwards 
* mentioning and ſumming up the three Perſons in the 
one God, under a threefold Conſideration of above all, 
through all, and in all. But we are not now inquir- 
ing into the Senſe of the Text, but into the Senti- 
ments of the Antients upon it, whoſe Teſtimonics I 
have now given in one view in the Margin Xx. As 
to Irenæus, you * that He underſtands the Text 


65 


of the Trinity ; referring to Dr. Clarhe's Reply to 
Mr. Neljon, p. 71. In return for which I refer to Tyue 
Scripture Doctrine continued, p. 67, 103. Nor is 
there any Thing more abſurd in this Conſtruction of 
Irenæus, than there is in his often reckoning the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt to the Father, as being his very Self 
in a qualified Senſe. Indeed, nothing is more com- 
mon than for the Head of a Family, ſuppoſe Abra- 
ham, to be underſtood in a ſtricter or larger Senſe ; 
either as denoting his own proper Perſon, or as de- 
noting Himſelf and all his Deſcendents conſidered as 
contain'd in Him, and reckon'd to Him. There is 
therefore nothing ſtrange or abſurd in it; if the Au- 


* Unus Deus Pater oſtenditur, qui eſt ber omnia, c per omnia, 
e in omnibus, Super omnia quidem Pater, & ipſe eſt caput Chri- 
ſti: per omnia autem Verbum, & iple eſt Caput Eccleſiæ: in om 
nibus autem Nobis Spiritus, &c. Iren. p. 315. 


Oli our ο%˖g ond”) ey na Fir, wh de ds Foz, 0 
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A Te ive N26 vo u pl Eli dre, ity n rs av.  y9, 
x4 Gyim Triuugm mr we, Hippol. contr. Noet. p. 16. 
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Diverſitas autem prepolitionum, in quibus dicitur: #i#s Deus. 


& Pater omnium, qui ſuper omnes, & per omnes, & in omnibtis. 
diverſam intelligentiam ſapit. Super omnes enim eſt Deus Pater, 
quia Autor eſt omnium. Per omges Filius, quia cuncta rranſ{cur- 
rn. vaditque per omnia Ia omnibus ſpiritus ſunctus, quia nihi 
abſque eo eſt. Hieron. is * Tom. 4, Part: 1. p. 362. 
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tients ſometimes conſidered God the Father, the Head 
of Both the other Perſons, either in a more reſtrain'd, 
or more inlarged Signification: It is Fact that They 
did fo, as will be ſeen preſently. 

You proceed to Hippolptus, and ſpeak of his Spu- 
riouſneſs with as much Confidence as if you were a- 
ble to prove it : Of which more in the Sequel. You 
tell me alſo that He's againſt me; tho' I think He is 
clearly for me, and that the Father who gives Or- 
ders, the Son who executes, and the Holy-Ghoſt 
who fiziſhes, are, with Him, one God, as plainly as 
Words can make it, both before and after: Which 
I leave to the learn'd Reader ro Judge of. Only, I 
o add in Confirmation of Hippohytus's Comment on 
Eph. iv. 6. that He *, as well as Tertullian t, and 
Irenaus, conſiders the Father ſometimes in a reſtrain'd 


Senſe, for the Perſon of the Father, and ſometimes 


in a larger, as containing both the other Perſons. 


Neither is Athana/izzs againſt me, as you £695 he but 


directly for me, When He is jullly tranflated, with- 


out your Unterpelations. * In the Church, there is 


« preached one God, who is above all, and through 
« all, and in all. Above all, as Father, as Head, 
& and Fountain; and Through all by the Word; and 
« i all by the Holy Spirit.“ You, by putting in 
He in one place, and his twice, have endeavour'd to 
pervert the Author's true Meaning; as if Athanaſius 
had been ſpeaking of the Father all the Way, when 
the one God is his Subject, and He is ſhewing how 
the one God is conſidered in the ſeveral Perſons of Father, 
Son, and Holy-Ghoſt. 

What you have farther in Page 40, 41, betrays 
either ſuch ſtrange Confuſion of Thought, or ſuch 


* 75 d KA my, IE 8 Wau ney, Hipp. p. 14 

+ Unus omnia dum ex uno omnia, per ſubſtantiæ ſcilicet unita- 
tem. Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 2. 

Pater Tota ſubſtantia eſt, Filius vero Derivatio & Portio Totius. 
Ibid. c. 2. 
4 pecu- 
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Qu II. 
12 peculiar Talent at miſrepreſenting, that I hardly 
know what to ſay to it. But I muſt make ſome 
© ſhort Strictures upon it. I had ſaid, ſome Texts are 
meant of Chriſt as Mediator; upon which you 
: gravely tell me, that the one Mediator is not a part 
of Chriſt but the ſame Chriſt, the ſame Perſon incar- 


of ſme QUERIES. 67 


nate, and Mediator in reſpect of Both Natures. I 
hope you'll remember This, when we come to ſpeak 


of mediatorial Worthip, which by This account wall 


appear to be ſtrictly divine Worthip; fince a Media- 


tor is God, as well as Man. But That by the way. 
1 muſt however obſerve, that a Mediator is conſider- 
ed two ways, by Nature or by Office, as the Fathers 


diſtinguiſh. He 1s Mediator by Nature, as partaking 


of Both Natures divine and human: And Mediator 


by Office, as tranſacting Matters between God and 
Man. The ſubmitting to This Office is a great In- 
ſtance, of the Son's Condecen/ion; And if any low 
Things be ſaid of Him conlider'd as executing an 
inferior Office, voluntarily undertaken, They affect 
not his real inherent Dignity, or his eſſential Equa- 
lity in all Things With the Father. It is not that 
He is really a Servant, or Subject, under the Father's 
Dominion; but that He has been plcas'd to take u 
on Him a miniſterial Part: So that now you may 2 
how little Pertinence, or Senſe there is in your wide 
and looſe Talk (p. 41.) about 7 Perſons in Chriſt, 
and about Cerinthus, or whatever elſe came into your 
Head ; to give you a handle to fill your Margin with 
ſtrange, frighrful, impertinent Quotations, to prejudice 
weak Readers. 

Your 434, 44, and 45" Pages, containing little but 
Declamation, | pals over: When you have any Thing 
that looks like ſerious Reaſoning, I'll attend you. 

[ have, I hope ſufficiently made it appear, that the 
Texts which you brought to exclude the Son, prove 
2 like it; as I before ſhewed, that you could 


nat anſwer the Texts alledged to prove the contrary. I 
K 2 ſhould 
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ſhould now be willing to go regularly on to Antiquity, 
after the Method laid down above. Bur in your 25. Page, 
you have thrown ſome Metaphyſical Jargon in my Way, 
and of which you are ſo confident as to ſay, that unleſs I 
can reply to it, all other Things are to no Purpoſe. This is 
the Man that builds nothing upon Metaphy/ics. Indeed, 1 


cannot but wonder at your unaccountable Conduct in 
This Controverſy. It you really think the received Doc- 


trine of the Trinity, to be abſurd in it ſelf, and therefore 
impoſſible to be proved, why do you amule us with Scrip- 
ture and Fathers; as if the Streſs of the Queſtion lay 
there, when, according to you, it doth not? You ſhould 
rather have wrote a Philoſophical Diſſertation to ſhew, 
that the Notion it ſelf is contradictory, and ſuch as no 
Scripture, or Fathers can prove. Thus 1s really your Mean- 
ing. And as the firſt Queſtion always 1s, whether a 


Thing be poſſible, and next whether it be true; you | 


ſhould have begun with the Point of the Poſſ#biliry, 
without meddling at all with Scripture, or Fathers 
Which are impertinently brought in, while the Queſtion 
of the Poſſibility remains in Suſpence. But if you re- 
ſolve to put the Cauſe upon Scripture and Fathers, 
then your /Adetaphy/ics, which relate to the Poſſibility 
of the Doctrine, are very 1mpertirent, and come out 
of Place: Becauſe the Poſſwility is to be always pre- 
ſuppoſed before we join Iſſue upon Scripture and An- 
tiquity. But to leave you to take your own Way 
however peculiar, or prepoſterous, let us examine a 
little into thole marvellous Subtilties, which you lay 
ſuch Weight upon. Your Deſign is to prove that 
the /ame God is and muſt be the ſame Perſon, and that 
therefore T or more Perſons cannot be one God. If 
you can make this out, the Buſineſs is done at once; 
and our Diſpute is at an End. Several Ways have 
been attempted by Dr. Clarke before, which now 
ſeem to be given up as unſatisfactory. It was once 4 
Principle, a Maxim with him, 4 a Per on is a 


Being, and that two individual Beings cannot be one 
ee individual 
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individual Being. I have heard no more of This, ſince 
the Doctor has been appriſed, that his own Hypotheſis of 
the divine Subſtance being extended, could not ſtand with | 
his famed Maxim; every Part of that Subſtance being 
conſider'd as Being, and yet all but one Being. Ihe 


Doctor however, and you, ſtill reſolve to hold to 


Life. 


your Cancluſſon againſt the Trinity; and to ſeek for new 
Premiſes, wherever you can find, or make them. After 
ſome Deliberation, comes out this Syllagiſin. 

There mult be /denticalneſs of Life, to make the ſame 
God. 

But Three different Perſons cannot have Identicalneſs of 


Therefore Three different Perſons cannot be the ſame 


God. 


This Afrer-thought, which has took you up ſo 
much Time and Pains, is at length good tor nothing; 
except it be to ſet weak Perſons a muſing upon the 
new Thing, called Jdentical Life. Whatever it be, 
you might as well have formed twenty Syllogiſms as one, 
and all of the ſame Value. For you might have ar- 
gued, that Three Perſons cannot have [denticalneſs 
of Power, or Jdenticalneſs of Will, or Identicalneſs 
of Wiſdom; or, to fay all in a Word, [denticalneſs of 
Eſſence, which includes every Thing. But when you 
have done your utmoſt, the main Queſtion, viz. what 
is or is not Identical, ſtands juſt where it did, and you 
are not advanced a Tittle farther than before. There 
is the ſame Rule for Life, and for every Thing elſe 
you can invent, as there is for the Eſſence. The Life 
is common to all the Perſons, as the Eſſence is; and it 
is Identical in all, * juſt as the Eſſence is Identical. So, 
much for Syllogiſm: Pity it could be no more ſer- 
viceable, in a Caſe of Extremity. 


. 8 unam eandemque Naturam, atque inſearabilem vitam, 
ipſa Trinitas intelligitur unus Dominus Deus noſter. Auguſt. 
Epiſt. 10. ad. Max. p. 609. | 
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Youare often puzling your Reader, and your ſelf, upon 
a very abſtruſe and intricate Queſtion ; whether Any 
Thing, or What, can make two Perions or more one God, 
The Short of the Cale is This; the Chriſtian Churches 


have collected from Scripture, that Three Perſons are one | 


God: And believing the Thing to be Fact, They have, 
according to the beit of their Judgment, reſolv'd the U. 


nity into Conſ ub antiality, Inſeparability, and Unity of Ori- 


| e ; finding, (or at leaſt believing that They had 


„„ WIR " 


ound) that Scripture had alſo ſignified the three Things 
now mention'd. This Account appears as probable as any; 
neither perhaps can human Wit invent any thing beyond 
it. But ſtill it muſt be ſaid, that little depends upon ſtating 
the Manner how the three Perſons are conceived to be 
one God: The Fatt is the one material Point. If Scrip- 


ture really makes them expreſly, or by neceſſary Con- 


fequence, one God; I know not what Men have to do 
to diſpute abont 7» ligent Agents, and Identical Lives, 
Cc. as if they unden dio better, than God hi micht 
docs, What one God is; or as if Philoſophy were to di- 
rect what ſhall, or ſhall not be Tritheiſm. Feus and 
Pagaus, and Hereiics of ſeveral Denominations, hav: 
often charged the Chriſtian and Catholic Doctrine 
of the Trinity with Tritheiſm. The Fathers of tlie 
Church have as conitantly denied the Charge ; giving 
ſuch Reaſons as I have mention'd, why it is nor; 
and therefore ſhould not be called, Tritheiſin. One 
general Reaſon might have ſufficed for all, viz. That 
the Unity of the Trinity is too ſtrict and cloſe, 
to admit of the Name, or Notion of Tritheiſ;z. 
This is ending the Diſpute at once, without farther In- 
quiry into the Nature of That Unity; unleſs the Ad- 
verſary can ſhew (which is impoſſible) that 20 Uni 
whatever, can be ſufhcient to make more Perſons than 
one, one Being, one Subſtance, one God, If we are to 
build our Faith on Scripture, ſuch an Unity there may 
be, becauſe there really is. Philoſophy, falſcly ſo called, 
may reclaim againſt it; but having no certain Prin: 
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* ciple of Reaſon to go upon, no Rule whercby ro 


judge, whether the one God be one Perſon or more; 
it is evident, that this Point mult at length be deter- 
min'd by Scripture alone; And that muſt be the true 


| Unity © the Godhead, which Scripture (according to 
its moſt reaſonable, and natural Conſtruction) has given 
us for ſuch. 


But it is high Time now to come to Artiquity ; 


- which has been ſo long ſtaved off, and yet muſt make 
a great part of our Diſcourſe under this Query. I 
| ſhaped out my Method into four Particulars, which 
may be ſeen above. 


1. The firſt Particular is, that the Antients have in 
; CO for the Texts relating to the Unity, declared 
their Judgment, that Idols only, or other Gods are 


thereby excluded, and not God the Son. 

I cited IJrenæus for this Purpoſe, where he ſays, that 
the holy Scriptures declare, that the alone God, ex- 
cluding others, made all things by his Word *. That 
is, other Gods are excluded, not God the Son, who 
is not another God, according to [renens; as we ſhall 
{ee under the next Article. I obſerved farther, that 
The Son and Holv-Ghoſt, are the very ſelf of the Fa- 
ther, according to [renexs ; as the Father is alſo the 


* — — 
— — >. 


felf t of Them: Wherefore it can never be imagi- 
ned that either of them is excluded from the - one. * 


God. 
Let us go on to Clemens of Alexandria, who fre- 
quently reaches the ſame Thing. He fays, that the 


* Univerſz Seripturæ ——_-unum & ſolum Deum, ad exclu- 


dendos alios, prædicent omnia feciſſe per verbum ſuum, gc. Iren. 


L. 2. c. 7. p. 155. 
+ Si enim exiſtens in Patre, cognoſeit Hunc in quo eſt, Hoc eſt 


ſemetipſum, non ignoret. Iren. p. 139. 


Fecir ea per ſemerip/um, Hos eſt per Verbum & Sapientiam ſuam. | 


p. 163. 
Fecit ea per ſemetipſum: Hoc eſt per Verbum & Sapientiam ſuam. 
Adeſt enim ei ſemper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spiritus, per 
5 


Father 


quos & 10 quibus omnia libere & ſponte fecit. p. 253. 
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Father of all Things is alone perfect; immediately ad- 
ding, For, in him is the Son, and in the Son tle 
Father *. This Writer could never believe, that 


the excluſive Terms were intended in Oppoſition | 
to God the Son. In another Place, He ſays, He that | 


is the alone God, is alſo the alone juſt: And ſoon after 
adds, that He, (the Father) conſidered as Father, is call'd 
That only which He is, good; but as the Son, who is 


' bis Ward, is in the Father, He is ſtiled juſt, on ac- 


count of the mutual Relation to each other f. A few 
Pages lower, He obſerves that no one is good, but the 
Father; adding prelently after, that the God of the 
Univerſe is one only, good, juſt, Creator, the Son in the 
Father, to whom be Glory, Cc. ** What a Stranger 
muſt Clemens have been to your novel Divinity, where- 
by you would exclude the Son from being one God with 
the Father ? 

Tertullian's Doctrine in This Point is very well 


known, and that he expreſly interprets the exclu/o: 


Terms in Oppoſition to Idols only, or falſe Gods, or 


other Gods; not to God the Son, who is not another 


| God tf. And ſo now I may come to the Proof of 


my ſecond Article; 


2. That the Avrtients always declared againſt ad- 


mitting another God, and denied conſtantly that the 
Son was another God. 


* * Amt \){Z2 129 pgvev 5 #014 Tic Fo aur ig F OAWY by ord 
Yap 6 y2;, ov Tu ya 6 fre. Clem, Alex. p. 129. 

+ Avas A D- ar Yirg vir inaing k 6 e 1g e — xa 
por een esc, & 244 Jos 5 c Gier 3 5615 xixanrai £38.30, 400 
5 YI, wv 6 Adeg ur, © TY rel is, dl po πνgνν'⁵ r, . 
T Tpts K gits Clem. Alex. p. 140. 

** Oogels 23x05 fi py 6 mRT1p ui xa a par; mw Foun 


ure, die h fror ab, &24F09, MA ⁰, Oy prep y cv, % £y TT 


2 Me, &, Clem. Alex. p. 142. 


+t See my Defenſe, p. 24. 

Itaque præter ſemetiſſum non eſſe alium Deum; Hoc propter Tdo!2- 
triam ram zationum, quam T/raelis : etiam propter Hereticos, qui ſi- 
cut Nationes Manibus, ita & ipſi Verbis, Idola fabricantur, id eſt, 
alum Deum, & alium Chriſtum. Tert. contr. Prax. c. 18. 7 F 
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Juſtin M. in his Dialogue with Trypho *, declares, 
that there never was nor will be (AN ©ess) Ano- 


ther God beſides the Maker of the Univerſe. And in 
2 Fragment cited by Irencus, He ſays, He could not 


have given Credit even to our Lord himſelf, had He 


preached up any other God ( AA Oe) beſides the 
Creator f. 


Irenæus is very expreſs to the ſame Purpoſe, in more 
Places than one, declaring againſt admitting ano- 
ther God xx. And if you would know, how then He 


could conſiitently admit another Perſon to be God, 


beſides the Father; He will tell you, as before ſeen, 
that the Son 1s conſidered as the "oy ſelf of the Fa- 
ther, and that they are not Azerher and Another 


God ++. 


Tertullian is Another Voucher of the ſame Thing. 
& There is, ſays He, one God, the Father; and there 
ce is none other beſides him. By which He does not 
cc mean to exclude the Son, but Another God; now 
ce the Son is not Another beſides the Father 8. 

Origen ſhall be our next Evidence; who in his fa- 
mous Piece againſt Celſus, (the moſt to be depended 
on, both for the uncorruptneſs of the Copies, and rhe 
Accuracy of the Thoughts conrain'd in it) docs in a 
very remarkable Manner, teach the ſame Doctrine. 


* Juſt, M. Dial. p. 34. Ed. Jeb. See This exp/ain'd at large in my 
Reply to Dr. Whitby. p. 49, Cc. 

+ Juſt. M. Fragm. p. 408. Ed. Jeb. 

* Alterum Deum præter eum qui eſt, non requiremus. Iren. 
p. 156. 

Alterum Deum minime poſſitis offendere. P. 157. 

Nec tunc quidem oportuit Alterum Deum anmuntiari. p. 233. 

H Non ergo alius erat qui cognoicebatur, & alius qui dicebat, 
nemo cognoſcit patrem, {ed unus & idem, omnia {ubiiciente ci 
Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens teſtimonium, quoniam vere Homo, 
& vere Deus. c. p. 235. Vid. Maſſuet. Diſſert. Prev. p. 131. 

$ Unus Deus, Pater, & alius abſque co non eſt: quod ipſe inferens, 


non Filium negat, ſed Alium Deum. Cxterum Alins a Patre Filius 


non eſt, Text. cont, Prax. c. 18. 


© He 


— — — — — — 
88 — — . N N 


— . 


— _ 


"I: 


— — 


— B — —-—-: rene age. — —— 


—— 


* 


— — _ 


- —= 2 "— 
— 
— —— 


— 2 


b 


£ 


_ _— * Hite. 


74 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. II. 


He having charged his Adverſary with the Wor. 
ſhip, not of one God, but of Gods *, (N. B.) tho' all 
the inferior Deities were ſuppoſed ſubordinate to one 
ſupreme, comes afterwards to anſwer the like Charge, 
retorted by Celſus F ; the Charge of worſhiping 
&AXov ( ©+:y ) another God beſides the one ſupreme 


God. Now, how does Origen anſwer it? Plainly, 


by denying the Fact, that the Chriſtians did worſhip 


GND Another (i. e. God) beſides the God of the 
Univerſe. His Reaſon is, becauſe Father and Son are 
one X. This was the only Way He had to get off 
the Charge of worſhiping Avother God, beſides the 
Father, by taking both into one, and conſidering Both 
as one in the Worſhip. Wherefore He concludes, 
a little after, we therefore worſhip as before ſaid, ont 
God, the Father and the Son. 
ſolution of the grand Point in Debate, between Chriſ- 
tians and Pagans, as to the Charge of Pohtheiſin; in 
anſwer to one of the ſharpeſt Adverſaries the Chril- 
tians ever had, in a ſolemn and accurate Treatilc, 
wrote in the Name, and in Defenſe of the Church, 


* *Ex:ivo; > g 1 It oxwy Set- grob, 97 A was 
wn yy nw, wr MD. Orig. contr. Cell. p. 385. 

+ E. wth 0h prod dd £Jigariver obTh 32m wwe Yew, WY A Tis ad- 
TG g a be 7% ZAASG Ke Any vu J, Ne. ibid. 

X * AC 5 2 5 0 
Up ib 81 Xo T0 i t thenpivoy r Tou ie & Nel by Th, @; 
2% @ ob © ch 5% A, wir vin; Ku H HoxTrveiy u. pb 71 
iz, 72m 3:0, N, B. After d muſt be underſtood Jee: For Ori- 
gen could not pretend to ſay, that the Chriſtians wh ah no ot her Per- 
ſon, beſides the Father (ben immediately after he owns, that they 
worſhiped both Father and Son,) but only that They worſhiped not A- 
nother God; Son and Father being one God, as He al/o in the ſame 
Place expreſly aſſerts. 

7 may here add a Paſſage out of the Acts of Pionius's Martyrdom; 
which have the Appearance of being true, and genuine. 

Pole mon (rogat) Quem Deum colis? Reſponder ( Aſclepiade: ) 
Chriſtum. Peron. Quid ergo? Iſte Alter eſt? Reſpondit: non; 
icd Ipſe quem & ipli paulo ante confeſſi ſunt, Ruinart. Act. Mar- 


ry. . 144. 


Wrote 


This was Origen's Re- 


” cf * - 4 / \ = \ \ * 
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# wrote by the Author then above 60 Years old; and 
(as Criticks now agree) after He had been admoniſhed | 
by Fabian of Rome, for his Want of Caution at other 


imes, and therefore was the more likely -to keep 


ſtrictly up to the Senſe of the Church, in an Article 


eſpecially of ſo momentous Importance. He did not 
pretend that a ſubordinate God, purely becauſe ſub- 
ordinate, would not be Another God, or would not 
make two Gods: The Pagans, in that ſilly Way, 
might have clear'd Themſelves of the Charge of Po- 
lytheiſm ; as Origen well knew. He did not pretend 
to ſay, that the Father only was God, becauſe God in 
a high Senſe, (which the Pagans could alſo have ſaid 
of their one ſupreme God, and ſo have got clear of 
Polythei/m) but he anſwer'd upon the true and ſtand- 
ing Principles of the Chriſtian Church, that Father 
and Son were one God, and the Son not another God. 
This acquitted the Chriſtians of Pohtheiſin, and left 
the Charge fixed, and unremoveable, upon the Pagan. 
We have ſeen then that the Antients never would 
own Another God, that They conſtantly declared 
againſt it; and even in the particular Caſe of God the 
Son. It is to the ſame Purpoſe, that They as con- 
ſtantly denied Two Gods, or Three Gods : as may ap- 
pear from many Teſtimonies : Which being well known, 
I ſhall only refer to one or two in the Margin X. 
Nay, it was a Principle ſo fixed and rivetted in the 
Heart of eve pom Chriſtian, that They would ra- 
ther have eo an have ever admitted Gods, or Lords; 

as is plainly intimated by Tertullian t. 
| L 2 Hitherto 


* E. & ew 6 A935 T 69% Toy Oy, $83 an, Tn ody, Oñoxie- 7 TG, Oo 
Aryeay Frou;; bo ptr 00% Jew dis, a n he, Tpeawn 0; Jo Nc. 
Hipp. contr. Noet. p. 15. Vid. Epiſt. Syrod. Antioch. contr. Sa- 
moſat. Labbe Tom. 1. p. 845. | 

Cæterum ſi conſcientia noſtra qua ſcimus Dei nomen & Do- 
mini, & Patri, & Filio, & Spiritui Sancto convenire, Deos & Domi- 
vos nominaremus; extinxiſſemus Faces noſtras, etiam ad Martyria 

timidiores, 
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Hitherto, perhaps you tell me, that you and the An. 
tients can agree, (that is, in Words) for neither do 
you aſſert Another God, or Another Lord, nor to 
Gods, or two Lords, To which I anſwer, that as 
to Another Lord, you have ſaid it in Terms: And by 
neceſſary Conſequence, you aſſert Another God; yea, 
two Gods, and 1 Lords. Nor have I ever met with 
a more deplorable Example of Self-contradiction, and 
reſolute Oy poſition to the moſt evident Truth, than 
your pretending that Father and Son are not 79 
Gods, while you affirm each to be 4 God, and deny 


their being both together one God. But we will go 


on with the Avtients; who, like Wiſe and Honcſt 
Men, as they would not admit another God, or to Gods, 
ſo, conſiſtently, with Themſelves. 

3. They as conſtantly taught, that Father and Son 
were one God, or the ſame God: And thus they ſettled 
Thar grand Article of the Chriſtian Faith. I will 
ſhew This plainly by clear and expreſs Evidence, and 
ſhall anſwer your Exceptions to every Writer, as | 
go along. I have, in ſome Meaſure, anticipated my ſelf 
upon This Head, in my Sermozs, and elſewhere: And 
therefore ſhall ſometimes content my ſelf with Refc- 
rences. Let us take the Authors in Order of Time, 
fixing alſo the Time of their Writing, according to the 
lateſt and beſt Accounts. | 


A. D. 145. Jus TIN MARTYR, 


As to Tuſtin Martyr, I do not here produce Him 
as one, who, in expreſs Terms, has ever {tiled Father 
and Son one God. But that he believed the Thing, may 
be made out two Ways. 1. As he declares for the 
Worſhip of God alone, at the fame Time admitting 
the Worſhip of all the three Perſans: Which is 


timidiores, quibus evadendi quoque pateret Occaſio, jurantibus ſta- 


tim per Deos & Dominos, ut quidam Hæretici, quorum Dii plures. 
Tertull. contr. Prax, c. 13. 


* See my Sermons, p. 299, &c. Ache 
implicite 


7 
P 
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| implicitely including all the Three in the alone God. 
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(The Pretence of inferior Worſhip, ſhall be anſwer'd 
in its Place.) 2. As declaring that God the Son is 


not Another God, beſides the Maker of all Things, 


(that is the Father) as hath been remark'd above *. 
You have ſome I hings to object to what I produce 
from Juſtin, under another Article: And there I ſhall 
conſider Them as I come to them. 


A. D. 170. LuC1AN,:a Pagan Writer. 


The famous Teſtimony out of Lucian's Dialogue, 


inſcribed ®iAozaTe&s I produced in my Eighth 
Sermon + to prove that, at That Time, the Chriſ- 
tians believ'd Three in one, and one in Three, Father, 
Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, one God Supreme. It is ſo noted 
a Teſtimony that I need not here repeat it. 
There has been ſome Doubt, as I intimated in m 

Sermons, Whether Lucian was the Author of the Dia- 
logue; but all agree, that it was either Lucian Himſelf, 
or a contemporary, if not a more antient Writer *: 
Which ſerves our Purpoſe as well. 


A. D. 177. ATHENAGORAS. 


I produced alſo, in my Sermons tt, this antient and 
exceilent Writer, as a Voucher for the Truth of 
This Doctrine, that Father and Son are one God. 
I ſhall not repeat what I there ſaid, or in my De- 
fenſe, pag. 26. but referring the Reader hither, 
ſhall proceed to anſwer your Objections. You be- 
gin with leſſening the Credit of the Author, (pag. 
I05.) as being full of very obſcure Notions; a Cha- 
racter you would give to any Writer that is full of 


* See my Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, p. 49, &c. 

+ Sermon 8. p. 303. 
„“ Vid. Bull Def. F. p. 73. Jud. 32. Fabricius Bibl. Græc. 
lib, 4: c. 16. p. 504. and Le Moyne, Varia Sacr, Vol. 3. 
p. 187. . 

it Sermon eighth, p. 301, 


the 
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the Doctrine of a coeternal and conſubſtantial Trinity. 
You object, that He deſcribes This very Doctrine in 4 
way direttly condemn'd by Juſtin Martyr, aud even by 
Athanaſius Himſelf, for Gnoſtick, or Sabellian 3 ma- 


king the Holy Ghoſt an Emanation, like a Ray ſbot 


forth from the Sun, flowing from it, and returning to it. 
But Athenagoras's Doctrine is far from being the 
fame with That which Juſtin condemns. He always 
ſpeaks of the Son and Holy Ghoſt as real and perma- 
ment, not as the Hereticks in Fuſtin did, who ſup- 
poſed Them to be diſſolved, and in a manner ex- 
tiuct x. And Athenagoras did not teach a zominal 


Diſtinction only of the Perſons, but a real Diſtinc- 


tion of Order + ; which is directly oppoſite to the 
Tenets of thoſe Hereticks deſcribed in Juſtin. Arhe- 


nagoras always ſpeaks of the Spirit as united with the 
Father and the Son: And as He took the Father and 
Son for real Perſons, He mult of conſequence think | 
the ſame of the Hoh Spirit; ſo that there is little or 


no Reſemblance between the Two Notions. Beſides 


that, if you had carefully obſerved the Paſſage on 


which you ground your Remark; you might hav: 


perceived that nothing more is meant, than that the | 


Spirit was ſometimes ſent to the Prophets, and again 
returned to Him that ſent Him. As to the Ute ot 


the word *ATippaiz, and the Doctrine of Emanation, 
it was neither ſimply approved, nor condemned in 
the Chriſtin Church, but according as it was un- 


derſtood ; juſt as 7poBoAy, or Prolatio, was condemn'd 
by Irenæus and Tertullian, in one Senſe, admitted ir 


* Juſtin. M. Dial. pag. 102, 372. Jeb. 

+ Avye Dd wig (nr, ai Td rag AUTE FVSU HATS az & mi 
Athen. p. 28. 
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Another: And as the Notion of a N ode, 


; \ a 

or pop,, was either approved, or condemned, 
according to its various Conſtruction and Accepta- 
tion; as I have remarked in my firſt Sermon x. You 


find fault with my Conſtruction of voy & Y you 


d Oty. For we underſtand, or tacitly include, God's 


Son alſo, in God before ſpoken of f. That This is 
the true meaning, I prove 1/# from the Words imme- 
diately preceeding. Athenagoras having declared, that 
the Chriſtians could not be Atheiſts, becauſe They ac- 
knowledged one God, who had made, adorned, and 
preſerved the Univerſe by his Logos, or Mord, imme- 
diately adds, Y9yjzer = % ov Ses, referring to the 
X He had juſt before mentioned, as contained 
in God, that did all things by Him. 

2. This Senſe is alſo confirmed by what follows; 
where He ſays, Father and Son are one; the Son being 
in the Father, and the Father in the Son, by the Unity 
and Power of the Spirit Xx. 

3. The ſame Thing is farther proved from Athana- 
goras's joining (when He is again anſwering the Charge 
of Atheiſm) Father and Son togther: And as before 
He had the Phraſe of Oe ales, ſpeaking of the 
Father ſingly, now He applies the ſame Phraſe to Bothtt:; 

4. I farther vindicated This Conſtruction, in m 
Defenſe, (pag. 26.) by parallel Expreſſions of A hana- 


fins and Tertullian: Wherefore, I conceive, it may 


ſtill ſtand. 


* Sermon 1. pag. 8 
+ 'I@ 8 aytrnTry To ray d Y aur Avys, ng4 Ag *,] , * 
ev ei, * , (RAND {468 let ro ep 2 "ye Tov 
Nod. &c. 
** ER. O. T5 muTP% red ie e os 713 ie , mrTEh, 
e Terps i , l , du, mri war», pag. 38. 
a ++ 'Ouz fo pry get, $35 Gerig Tov Tf t 7600: 760 muvreg, © F 
Xp &J76y Aoyor* Fe not T2885. - 
« We are not Atheiſts, in as much as we receive the Maker of 
* the World as God, and allo his H brd.“ - 
ur 
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But, tho' you ſeem to allow, that Athenagoras com- 
prehends Both in one God, yet you ſay, He does not 
ſo comprehend Both in the one God, as that one is as much 
the one ſupreme God as the other: Which I cannot 
make Senſe of. Nor does He, ſay you, any where 
ſuppoſe the Son, as ſuch, but only the internal Keaſon of 


the Father to be an, eternal. But if Reaſon or 
Wiſdom be only a different Name of the fame Per- 
ſon, the Perſon of the Son, conſidered in different 
Circumſtances, and at Different Times (as Biſhop 


Bull has fully demonſtrated) then the Son 1s ¹ Gy 
according to This Writer. On the contrary, you lay, 
that Athenagoras expreſſly affirms the unbegotten-God alone 
to be eternal. But the Reading there ſhould be 


a yerls with ſingle „ as I ſhall ſhew hereafter, and 
in the one anmade, or neceſſary-exiſting God, is contain- 
ed God the Word X. 

You go on, (pag. 108.) to charge Athanagoras 
with the ridiculous Notion of the Son's being no 
thing (before his Generation) but the Father's iu. 
ternal Reaſon ; that is nothing but an Attribute. I 
hope, you do not expect an anſwer to theſe Pretences, 
ſo long as Biſhop Bull's Confutation of them ſtands 
untouch'd. The Engliſh Reader may fee what is 
ſufficient on That Head, in my Defenſe + and Ser- 
mons **, Biſhop Bull, you fay, acknowledges Athe- 
nagoras meant that the Son is the ſame with reſpett 10 
the Father, as the internal Reajon is to the mind of 
Men. Biſhop Bull ſays no ſuch thing. How ſhall 
we truſt you in your Reports of the Fathers, when 


* "Oz Tov Atyornes dre, M TAvTIXPeeTope TOY , roth fy TH 
EAVT g, PPT) Ta TawTxpaTe, K* T 1 8 Ade #4 o2Pian, 1 116 $5 
5s 'yo5, Athanaſ. Decret. Syn. Nic. pag. 236. 
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you ſcruple not to miſrepreſent even a modern Author, 


which is in every body's Hands? 


Bp. Bull only ſays *, that Athenagoras meant that 
the Relation of Thought to Mind reſembles the Re- 
lation of the Son to the Father in ſeveral reſpects, 
which He there mentions. I have faid the fame 
Thing, and explain'd the Reſemblance at large elſe- 
where . After ſome Pains taken to falſify and miſ- 
repreſent Athenagoras (which Pains had been much 
better ſpent in replying to Bp. Bull) you come at 
length to charge me Home with running counter to 
Athenagoras's Notion, in Two Fundamental Points. 1 
muſt give you the Hearing in Things more trifling than 
Theſe; ſo let us enquire What They are. 

1. You ſay, His Notion makes the Son's Genera- 
tion an Act, which mine does not. If That will 
pleaſe you, I'll allow a donble Act in the Son's Ge- 
neration, mba to Athenagoras. One of the Fa- 
ther in ſending forth his Son, Another of the Son 
in going forth; vis. to create. Did I ever deny 
the Proceſſion of the Son, which Athenagoras and 
ſeveral others intend by Generation? But, I aſſert 
eternal Generation, which Athenagoras does not: There, 
I ſuppoſe, is the main Difference. Yet Athenagorag 


acknowledges the x eto have been eternally of, and 
in the Father, and referred up to Him, as his Head 
and Source: Which is acknowledging the ſelf ſame 
Thing which other Catholicks intended by eternal 
Generation; ſo that the Difference lies only in Fords, 
as I before intimated in my Defenſe X. 

2. You ſay, that Athenagoras's Notion ever ſup- 
poſes Two Perſons of equally ſupreme Authority and 


* Ttaut Filius Dei inteiligatur verbum Patris, quod nem pe ſe ha- 
beat ad Patrem, ut ad mentem humanam Verbum ejus int2rius, quod 
& Spirituale eſt, minimeque per ſe cadit in ſenſus; & in mente, unde 
procedit, manet, nec ab ea ſejungitur, &c. Bull, pag. 203. 


+ Sermons, pag. 5. &c. 
Defenſe, pag. 157, &c. 
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10 
Worſhip, but aſcribes every Thing the Son does to tile 0, 
ſupreme Authority and Mall of the Father. But Where 7 
do you learn, that Athenagoras ever excludes the Son 15 
from ſupreme 3 (properly fo called) or from 5 
ſupreme Worſhip * Athenagoras indeed is expreſs, that | | ,, 
there is a Difference of Order among the Divine Per- 1 
ſons: But where do you find a Difference of Domi. | 
nion, or Worſhip? You could not have choſe an Au- A 
thor more directly oppoſite to your Sentiments, or 1 
more favourable to mine, in the very Point of Do- t 
minion; on which you are pleaſed to lay ſo much th 
Streſs. For Athenagoras, addreſſing Himſelf to the p 
Emperors Marcus Antoninus, and his Son Lucius Commo- * 
dus, ſtiles them Both equally peyie 'AuvTexeg Tea, 
which I might tranſlate ſupreme Rulers. And He 
oblerves, that all Things were under thcir com- 
mon Rule and Dominion *; and from thence T 
draws his Compariſon for the Illuſtration of the one 8 
common Rule and Government of God the Father, F be 
and the Son; to whom, as being inſeparable, all it 
Things are ſubject. Is This making the Father 4 
lone ſupreme Governor? Or 1s it likely that a Creator 
and Creature ſhould be thus familiar, and rule all 
Things equally and in common? Where were your 
Thoughts? To be ſhort, all that you can poſſibly 
extract out of Athenagoras, is no more than a Priority 5 
* Azyo0 04 Js bd, mics AuTexpar ian, Tpo Ted d, wand | k 
rag 186 del u UVa — £3,067 * O bu © Tw br rgd- 1 
v Bamndas tir auger ws oP umnin, marps not ie marme xtxeipo reh, 
AN Tis es wnPen — £79; i To N xai TS Kip" α Dr 
Aoye "yg vosmire hyepiso, THG r xi, pag. 64. ” 
« Before I enter upon Diſcourſe, I beſeech you, O ye greateſt of 
« Emperors, to bear with me, while I offer true Reaſoning —— Þ|F ce 
« From your own ſelves you may form a Notion of the Heawven!y T 
« Empire. For like as all things are in ſubjection to you, being «c 
Father and Son (having received your Empire from above) ſo allo |} 
* to the one God and to the Word who is with Him, conſidered as «c 
&« a Son inſeparable, are all Things ſubject.“ Vide Le Meyne Var, Sact. | © 
* Not. & Obſerv. pag. 169. * 
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of Order, as the Father is Head and Fountain to 


* which the Son and Holy Ghoſt are referred. The 
Dominion, the Authority is equal, is ſupreme in all: 
only in the Father primarily, in the other two deri- 


vuativehy, the ſame Thing under a different order and 


manner. After you had endeavoured to puzzle and 
perplex Athenagoras, you go on (pag. 110.) to do 


the like with Tatian, Theophilus, and ſome others. 


I ſhall not attend you now, but proceed in my Me- 
thod. If you have drop'd any thing that is worth 


the Notice, it hall be conſidered in a more proper 
Place, under Quern) VIII. which you have often robb'd 


8 


to fill up This. 


A. D. 187. IRENÆEusõVS. 

Ireneus is the next Author cited to prove that 
The Father and the Son are one God. He aſſerts it in 
Senſe, and indirectly many ways; ſome of which have 
been hinted above; ſee allo my Sermons*. He does 
it allo iz Terms, more than once f. I muſt now at- 


* Sermon 8. pag. 303. &c. | 

+ Ita ut is qui omn'a tecerit, cum Verbo ſuo, juſte dicatur Deus 
& Domiaus ſolus. Iren. pag. 183. 

Qui igitur a Prog netis adorabatur Deus vivus, Hic eſt vivorum 
Deus, & Verbum ejus, qui & loquurus eſt Moyli & ————lpſe 
igitur Chriſtus cum Patre vivorum elt Deus, qui loquutus eſt Moyti, 
&C. pag. 232. 

Propter hoc manifeſtiſſime Dominus oſtendit ſe & Patrem quidem 
ſuis Diſcipulis, ne ſcilicet quærerent alterum Deum præœter eum qui 
plaſmaverit Hominem, pag. 311. 

Quoniam autem in ventre plaſmat nos Verbum Dei, &c. p. 312. 

lle who made all Things, He alone with his Word, is juſtly 
« ſtiled God and Lord. 

„He who was adored as the Living God by the Prophets, He is 
The God of the Living, and his Word, who alſo ſpake to Moſes, 
« Kc. Chriſt therefore Himſelf, with the Father, is the 
God of the Living that ſpake to Moſes. 

« For This reaſon our Lord manifeſted both Himſelf and the Fa- 
« ther to his Diſciples, that They might not look tor any other God 
« but Him that formed Man The Word of God forms us 
„in the Womb, Cc. 


— 


tend 


84 AS ERCOND DETENSE Qu. II. 


tend your exceptions to the Evidence. To what I had 
obſerved from Irencus, in my Defenſe, (p. 92.) you lay, 
The Senſe then of Irenzus according to you, is, The one a; 
only God, the Father and Son, made all Things by his Ward, 
or Son: No; but, if you pleaſe to leave off this vein of 
Cavilling, (which is below the Character of a grave 
Writer) the Senſe is not that the Son was included under 
the Term Father, which undoubtedly there ſtands for 
the Perſon of the Father ſingly, (and therefore the Son 
is excluded from being the Perſon of the Father) but 
that He is not excluded from doing what the 
Father alone is ſaid to do, or from being God, tho' the 
Father alone is aid to be ſo ; becauſe the excluſive Terms 
are not intended in oppoſition to God the Son. 

You are often impoſing This kind of Sophiſtry 
upon us; Wherefore I would once for all endeavour 
to ſhew you the weakneſs and abſurdity of it. 
When our Saviour told his Diſciples that They had left 
Him alone, He did not mean by This to exclude the 
Father, but others: Will you therefore ſay, that Fa- 
ther and Son Both are meant by the Him leſt alone? 
When our Saviour 1s faid to have a Name given 
which no one knew but Himſelf, The Father is not 


excluded by the Term s&dus' will you therefore 
plead that He is included in the Perſon of the Son, 
and that Both are one Perſou? How ridiculous is it, 
that you cannot diſtinguith between being not excluded 
with reſpect to the Predicate of a Propoſition, and 
being included in the Subject of it. In This Propo- 
ſition, The Father is the only God; we ſay the Son is 
not excluded: How ? Not with reſpect to the Predi- 
cate ; not from being only God, as well as the Father, 
becauſe the excluſve Term affects Him not. But 
we do not therefore fay that He is included in the 
Subject of the Propoſition; or that Father means 
both Father and Son. So much in Anſwer to this 
Cavil, which had deſerved no notice, but for your 
ſo oftcn repeating it. Now to return ; you pretend 
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+ ſhould be made By, of 
* through the one ſupreme God. Bur = have nor 
' | ſhewn that all Adniſtration 3 1 Of with or 
'  Swpremacy, but a Supremacy of or Office ; whic 

12 What — add from [renews, about the 
Father's commanding the Word, I have anfwer'd in 
my Sermons , and ſhewn it to be, as underſtood by 
the Amntients, directly oppoſite to your Principles, 
You are next hbouring to take off the Force of 
what I had pleaded in reſpect of Irenews's making 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt the Sf of the Father, 
But This was too hard a Task: I will truſt the 
Reader with what you have ſaid, to compare it 
with mine; and to ſee if He can make ſenſe of your 
immediate obedience: As if any obedience, 8 
or immediate, were a Reaſon ſufficient for ſtiling 
the Perſon obeying, one's Self. You refer to JIre- 
neus f ſaying, that by the Son and Spirit, (that is, 
per ſemetipſum, by 7 as He ſays in the ſame 
Chaprer) He made all things freely, and of his own 
will, And ſo He well might, when The Son and 
Spirit are ſo much his ſelf, as to have but one and 
the ſame Will with Him. Others might have con- 
trary Wills: They could not. You miſconſtrue his 
next immediate Words: He produced, you ſay, the 
Subſtance of the Creatures from Himſelf, i. e. from 
his own original underived Power. But Himſelf means 
there, the Son and Spirit; as is plain from exemplum 
Factorum; (which you took care to leave out:) God 
the Son being the exemplar by which Things were 


Qu. II. 


* Serm. 2. pag. 72, &c. 

+ Ipſe eſt qui per ſemetipſum conſtituit, & elegit, & adornavit, 
& continet omnia Adeſt enim ei ſemper verbum & fapientia, 
Filius & Spiritus per quos, & in J ibys omnia libere & ſponte fecit. 
Lib. 4. c. 20. p. 253. Vid. Bull, D. F. pag. 87. 


* Ad quos & loquitur dicens, Faciamus Hominem ad Imag inem & 

Similitudinem noſtram ; ipſe a ſemetipſo ſubſtantiam creaturarum, & ex- 

emplum factorum, & Figuram in mundo ornamentorum accipiens. 
8 | 
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formed x. And Tertullian may ſerve to explain Irenens's 
meaning in the other Article f. 

You next tell us of his citing a remarkable Paſſage 
of Hermas : As if there were any thing ſo very 
remarkable, in reſpect to our preſent purpoſe, in 
Hermas's ſaying that there is but one God. But 
Treazus, you obſerve, adds preſently after, that the 
Son receives the Power of ail Things from Him 
who is the one God the Father, &c. And what won- 
der if He receives all Things from Him, from whom 
He receives his Eſſence? We are not inquiring whence 
the Son's Power, or Dominion is, but what it is; 
and whether it be not of the ſame quality and ex- 
tent with the Father's, the ſame being common to 
Both. Burt you ſay, This Power and Dominion be- 
came plenary over all Things both in Heaven and Earth, 
when He had been incarnate. Plenary, did you fay ? 
And over all Things? I think not; nor is even the 
Father's Dominion yet ſo plenary as This comes to. 
(Ses 1 Cor. 15. 28.) But what ſtrange Thing are 
you here diſcovering, that Chriſt became Lord in a 
jenſe which he was not before! So did the Father 
become Lord over the Fews in a ſenſe He was not 
before, when He made Them his pecaliar Pcople. 
tHe became their Lord, firſt, when He created them, 
and again, in a more peculiar ſenſe, when He choſe 
more immediately to govern them. In like manner, 
Chriſt who was Lord of all Men in right of Creation, 
became Lord again, in a more ſpecial ſenſe, 1n right 


* Vid. Iren. I. 5. c. 16. p. 313. comp. p. 163. and Clem. Alex. 
P. 78. 

+ Si neceſſaria eſt Deo materia ad Opera Mundi, ut Hermogenes 
exiſtimavit, havuit Deus Materiam longe digniorem Sophiam ſu- 
am ſciiicei. ————Quis non Hanc potius omnium Fontem & Ori- 
ginem commender, nateriam vero materiarum quali Deus po- 
tuit * ſui magis quam alieni egens? Tert. contr. Hermog, 
Cap. 18. 
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of Redemption*; and will be their Lord again, in a 
ſtill more plenary ſenſe, after the > of Judgment; 
25 will allo God the Father. What Di ny is there in 
theſe plain, common Things? But, I ſuppoſe, the Force 
of your Argument lies in the Words accipiens poreſtatens, 
and tradita ſunt f. And yet you'll think it no Aigument 
againſt the Father's Supremacy, that He 1s to receive a 
Kingdom, which is to be delivered to Him by the Son, x 
Cor. 15. 24. tho' I need not inſiſt upon it here, being 
ready to admit, that while all Power and Authority 1s 
common to Both, yet it is primarily conſidered in 
the Father, and referred up to Him : And it was 
the more proper for our Saviour, during his State of 
Condeſcenſion and Humiliation here on Earth, to 
refer all to the Father; as Jrenens intimates in ano- 
ther Caſe, of his referring the kzowledge of the Day 
of Judgment. I might farther obſerve to you, thar 
tho Ireneus ſometimes repreſents the Power and 
Authority of the Son as deſcending from the Father, 


He at other Times repreſents the Son as aſſuming it 


Himelf, and making Himſelf ** the Head over the 
Church, 


* See my Sermons, p. 175. 

+ No one ever better underſtood This matter than the great A hanaſius. 
who wrote a Tract on purpoſe to ſhew how all Things are ſaid to hade been 
delivered to God the Son. The Sum ts, that when all Things, in a 
manner, were loſt and ſunk, and no one ready at Hand to undertake 
their recovery and reſtitution, in Dis exigency, Coriſt ſtep'd in to redeem 
Thoſe whom He had at firſt created. To Him thereſore were They deli- 
vered ; intohis Hands were They committed, who alone was both able and 
willing to recover and reſtore Them: And who accordingly took Fleſls 
upon Him, and wrought their Redemption for Them. 

nan Ant ty TY X42 a iv eg 01 agITHY TEX TAYTLS 
e/irorey, ros Cy GITH Th TAITH Aνau I tra- qu. Athau. Vol. f. 
pag. 104. | 

Euſebius's Account of the ſame Thing is not much different, 

'O gebs scon, c megidids d GA, xa wt A 94% Ta v rei 
ral rpg, aa xvSipiry Tay d, Kc, Euſeb. de Eccl. Theolog. 
I. 1. c. 19. p. 88. 

* Uti ſicut in ſupercæleſtibus, & ſpiritalibus, & inviſibilibas, prin- 
eeps eſt Verbum Dei; lic & in Viſibilibus, & Corpo. alibus, principa- 

tum 
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the ſame Way, as He is ſometimes ſaid to have raiſed 
Himſelf from the Dead, and ſometimes to have been 


raiſed by the Father: For, what one does Both do, di- 


verſly conſidered as to the order and manner of acting. 

I had cited a plain Paſſage t or two, to prove that 
the Son is the only God, according to Irenæus, as well 
as the Father. Lou reply, that in the firſt Paſſage, 
true and only God is evidently meant of the Father, 
which I readily allow: And ſo you may fee in Cle 
mens, cited above, how He applies the like Title to 
the Father, and yet immediately, in the ſame Breath, 
makes Father and Son together the only God. The 
reaſon is, that neither He, nor [renexs, nor indeed 
any of the Antients, ever had a Thought of ex- 
cluding the Son by the Word only, or the like, 
How have you read the Fathers, not to ſee theſe 
Plain Things? You go on, endeavouring to elude 
and lex [renexs's meaning. But your Attempts 
are ſo feeble, and your Efforts ſo weak, that I am 
almoſt aſhamed to make any Reply to them. You 
would have it, that Jrenæus does not call the Son 
God in the ſupreme and abſolute Senſe ; tho“ you 
can never ſhew that Trenæus had two Senſes of the 
Word God as applied to Father and Son. The Son, 
you imagine, 15 not God in the Abſolute Senſe, but 
as being God's anointed, our Lord, and our God, 


tum habeat, in ſemetipſum principatum aſſumens, & apponens ſemetip- 
ſum caput Eccleſiæ, univerſa attrahat ad ſemetipſum apto in Tem- 
pore. Iren 1, 3. c. 16. p. 206. | 

+ Nunquam neque Prophetæ neque Apoſtoli alium Deum nomina - 
verunt vel Dominum appellaverunt præter Verum & Solum Deum, 
Multo magis ipſe Dominus qui & Czfari quidem quæ Czfaris ſunt 
reddi jubet, & qui Dei ſunt Deo. Iren. p. 182. 

Neque igitur Dominus, neque Spiritus ſanctus, neque Apoſto't 
eum qui non eſſet Deus, definitive & obſolute Deum nominaſlent 
OE niſi eflet Vere Deus, pag. 180. 

m pare the following Words: ATE 

Vtroſque Dei Appellatione Signavit Spiritus, & eum qui ungitur 

Filium, & eum qui ungit Patrem, p. 180. 
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Church, &c. which is alſo very true, and much in | 
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| f (pag. 98.) I read of the Father's auointing, and the 


Son's being anointed (that is to his Office) but could 
you have ſhewn, that He was anointed to his Godſhip, 
(pardon the Oddne's of the Word, it contains your 
Senſe) That would have been a Diſcovery indecd. You 
refer to ſeveral Paſſages, (I could add many more) where 
the Father is ſtiled the on God. But to what Purpole is 
it? Irenæus never meant thereby to exclude the Son from 
being, with the alone Father, Deus & Dominus *, God and 
Lord or from being with the Father, Vivorum Deus, God 
of the Living, or from being the Self of the Father, or 
from being Deus ip/e f, God Himſelf : Nor would he ever 
allow, that the Son was not God in the Definitive, or 
abſolute Senſe, or that He was Another God. What 
can you do with ſuch a Man as Jrenæus, all the Way 
contrary to your Principles, directly for mine? He 
ſtiles the Father onh God, in Oppoſition to the Va— 
lentinian e/£0ns, or other monſtrous Deitics ; never; 
not once, in Oppoſition to God the Son. 
After what hath been faid, The Reader, I hope 


will not be ſarprized, to find me quoting another 


Paſſage of Irenaus ** to the fame Purpoſe as before. It 


* See above. 

+ Dei Verbum, imo magis ipſe Deus, Iren. p. 122. 

* Peccata igitur remittens, Hominem quidem curavit, ſemetip- 
ſum autem manifeſte oſtendit quis eſſet. Si enim nemo poteſt remit- 
tere peccata niſi ſolus Deus, remittebat autem He Donninus, & curabat 
Homines; manifeſtum eſt quoniam Ipſe erat Verbum Dei, Filius Homi- 
nis factus, a Patre Poteſtatem remiſſionis Peccatorum accipiens, 
quoniam Homo & quoniam Deus: Ut quomodo Homo com paſlus eſt 
nobis, tanquam Deus miſe;catur noſtri, & remittat nobis debita noſtra, 
quæ Factori noſtro debemus Deo. Iren. p. 314. 

Remitting Sins, He healed the Man, and ar the ame Time plainly 
e ſhewed who Himſelf was. For, it none can forgive $25, but God 
alone, and yet our Lord forgave Sins, and healed Men; it is mani- 
** feſt that He was The Word of God, made Son of Man, receiving 
from the Father the Power of forgiving Sins, becauſe Man, and 
* becauſe God: That as He ſuffered with us, being Man, ſo He 
* might alſo have Mercy uponus as He is God. and might forgive 
** us our Debts, which we owe to God our Maker. 
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is where He proves our Lord to be the Word of God. 
and God, from his remitting of Sins; upon the Strength | 
of This Maxim, that none can forgive Sins but God 
alone. I take the Argument to lie thus: None can 
forgive Sins but the God of Hrael, the true and on 

God (ſo the eus underſtood and intended it) Chriſt 
forgave Sins; Therefore Chriſt is God, in the ſame 
Senſe as intended, i. e. God of Iſrael, &c. I dey 
any Man to come at J/renexs's Concluſion from That 
Paſſage, any other Way: And tho' He words i 
Verbum Dei, it is plain from the following Words, 
that the Phraſe is with him equivalent to Deus; the 
Mord of God being neceſſarily God, or as He elſewhere 
expreſſes it, Deus ipſe. M hat you have to object is, that 
ſolus Deus is there predicated of the Father; I grant 
it: And yet Irenæus's Argumentation neceſſarily infers, 
that Chriſt is Deus too, in the ſame Senſe; and there. 
fore with the Father, Solus Deus; the only God that 
can remit Sins; And He received This Power becauſe 
He is God of God. Irenæus plainly enough intimates 
that if He had not been God, He could not have had e 
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the Power; which ſhews that He is ſpeaking of ſuch 
a Kind of Remiſſion, by inherent Power and Right, 
as is proper to God alone x; otherwile there is ro | ( 
Senſe in the Argument. 
You 
* Bene igitur Verbumejusad Hominem dicit Remittuntur tibi Pec. 6 
cata; idem ille in Quem peccaye:2mus in initio, Remiſſionem Pec- ' 
catorum in Fine donans. Aut fi Alterizzs quidem tranſ{greſſi ſumu; 6 
6 præceptum, aiius autem erat qui dixit, Remireientur tibi Pecrata tua, Y 
neque bonus, neque verax, neque juſtus eſt ejuſmodi. —_— 6 
enim bonus, qui non ex ſuis donat? Aut quomodo juſtus, qui 
aliera rapit ? Quomodo autem vere remiſſa ſunt peccata, niſi ille ip:c e 


in quem pe-c2vimus donavit Remiſſionem? Iren. p. 313. Vid. Grab. 
in Bull O. F. >. 35, F 
«© Well therefore did his Word fay to the Man, Thy Sins are for- q 
% given Thee; He the fame againſt whom we had ſinned in the Be- | 
*« ginning, in the End vouchiates Remiſſion of Sius. Other wiſe had 
« the Precept againſt Which we tranſgreſſed come from One, and it 
© had been Ans:her, that ſaid, Thy Sins are forgiven Thee, He _ 
cker 
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You here (p. 10 f.) take Notice of Another Paſ- 
ſage of Jrenews, which I incidentally brought in 
(p. 54% of my Defenſe) to prove that, — to 
Ireneus, none that has any Superior, any God above 
Him, can be juſtly ſtiled God *. A famous Paſſage, 
and directly oppolite to your Principles; while dow 
pretend to aſcribe Divinity ro the Son, at the ſame 
Time ſubjecting Him to a Superior God, and putting 
Him ſub alterius Poteſtate, under the Dominion and 
Power of Another. Y ou do well to labour to take This off ; 
but how, we ſhall ſee preſently. You pretend, that Jre- 
neus, in numberleſs other Paſſages, expreſly aſſerts the Su— 
periority of the Father to the Sow. I deny that He ever 
does it, ſo much as in any /igle Paſſage, in your 
Senſe of Superiority. Nay, to ſee how conſonant to 
Himſelf Jrenæus is, I'll ſhew you where + He, by 
neceſſary Conſequence, declares the Son to have zo 
Superior. 

„The Argument will ſtand thus: 

« He that is the God of the Living, and who ſpake 
cc to Moſes out of the Buſh, has a0 other God above 
« Him. 

« Chriſt is the God of the Living, and who ſpake 
& to Moſes out of the Buſh. 

« Therefore Chriſt has #o other God above Him. 

N 2 The 


e neither have been good, nor juſt, nor true in doing it. For, How 
can He be good, who gives what is none of his own? Or how 
« can He be juſt that aſſumes what belongs to Another? Or how 
« could Sins be really forgiven, if He that forgave them were not 
« the very ſame againſt whom we had ſinned? 

* Qui 4 ſe habet aliquem ſuperiorem, & ſub Alterius Poteſtate 
eſt, Hic neque Deus, neque Rex magnus dici poteſt. Iren p. 229. 

+ Is qui de Rubo loquutus eſt Moyſe, & manifeſtavit ſe eſſe Deum 
Patrum, Hic eſt Viventium Deus. Quis enim eſt Vivorum Deus, niſi 
qui eſt Deus ſper quem alius non eſt Deus: Qui igitur ado- 

batur Deus Vivus, Hic eſt vivorum Deus, & Verbum ejus, qui lo- 
quutus eſt Moyſ?, qui & Sadducæos redarguit, &c. Ipſe igitur 
Chriſtus cum Patre Vivorum eſt Deus, qui loquutus eſt 44 
Iren. f. 232. Vide Bull, Sect. 2. . 5, | H 

. cc [+4 
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The Premiſes are Both of them Jrenæus's own + 
And the Concluſion from them is evident. We ſee 
then, that Trencus does not only lay down the gene- 
ral Maxim, that whoever is God, properly fo called, 
can have no otlier God above Him: But in the 
particular Caſe oi God the Son, He applies, the very 
Maxin, and declares that there is no other God 
above Him. What will you fay to theſe manifeſt 
Truths, which fo directly ſtrike at your whole Hypo- 
(his? You cndeavour to find ſome Shelter, by turn- 
ing Deus into Greek, making it 5 Oe, which will 
not do, t<caufe it is frequent with Jreneas to give 
the Son the Title of 2 Os *. And if He did not, 
yet He never appcars to lay any ſuch Streſs upon an 
Article. Nor will the Occaſion of Jrenæus's Maxim 
at all ſerve you. For tho' the Diſcourſe there is of 
God the Faber, yet his Reaſoning, whereby He 
proves that the Perſon, there ſtiled 0  ©+:5, 
could have no erher God above Him, will prove the 
lame Thing of cvery other Perſon fo ſtiled, or prove 
nothing. You rroduce ſome Citations from Irenazs 
to prove the Father ſuperior in Authority (Another God 
above Him, you ſhould have faid, becauſe You 
mean it) to 7:2 Son, and the Son ſabſect ro Him. None 
of them prove any thing Ie it, in your Meaning of 
Superiority, and Sabjection. | 

The Father commanded, the Son executed. What 
then? I anſwer'd This above 1. Another Pretence 
is from the Words, condilionem ſimul, & Verbum ſuum 
portans: Which I may leave as I find it, till you 
make out the Conſequence : Or I may oppoſe to it, 


«© He that ſpake to Aoes out of the Buſh, and manifeſted Himfc!t 
e«« to be the God of the Fathers, He is the God of the Living, For 
« who elſe can be the God of the Living, but the God that has no 
other God above Him? Chriſt with the Father is the God 
« of the Living. who ſpake to Moſs, c. 

* Vid. Iren. p. 211. 215, 271, Ed. Bened. 

+ See alſo Bull. D. F. p. 80. 
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f Menſura enim Patris Filius, quoni am & capit eum. Iren. 
p. 231. Porto may as well ſignify to bear, or con- 
' ain, as ſuſtain. Belides that the Creatures are ſaid, 
in the the very ſame Place, portare cum; to ſuſtain Him, 
you'll ſay. And much will you make of it, that the 
Creator of them, Mundi Faclor (Trenens his own Words 
of God the Son, in the ſame Chapter) was ſ#/tain'd 
by his Creatures. You proceed to obſerve, that the 
Son miniſtred to the Father: You might have obſerved 
farther, that He waſhed his Diſciples Feet. But fee 
Biſhop Bull, who had fully anſwered theſe Pretences, 
before you produced them. You farther take Notice 
out of Jrenaus, that the Word Incarnate hung upon 
the Croſs. Who doubts it? You ſhould have took 
Notice lik-wiſe of what Jrenæus jays, in the very 
ſame Chapter, that This Word was really Maler of 
the World, and containeth all Things *. But I am 
weary of purſuing Trifles. If Trenæus had had a 
Mind to expreſs the Sub jection of the Son, and ſupe- 
rior Dominion of the Father, He knew how to do 
it. See how He expreſſes Himſelf, where He de- 
clares the Sub jection of all Things to God che Son, 
and the Holy Spirit t, at the ſame Time ſpcaking of 
their Miniflration (not Subjection) to the Father: 
Which may be ſufficicnt to thew you, how wild your 
Hypotheſis 1s, and how little Countenance for it, you 
can reaſonably hope to find among the Antients, | 


* Mundi enim Factor vere Verbum Dei eſt — & ſecun- 
dum inviſibilitatem continet, quæ facta ſunt omnia. JI. 5. c. 10. 
Þ 


- 315; 

a The Word of God is really Maker of the World „and in 
* Reſpett of his Inviſibility (or inviſible Nature,) contains all Things 
* which arc made. 

+ Miniſtrat enim ei ad omnia, ſua progenies, & Figuratio ſua, 
id eſt Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus, Verbum & Sapientia, quibus ſer- 
viunt, & ſubjecti ſunt omnes Angeli. Iren. p. 236. Comp. p. 183. 

His own Offpring, and Figure, that is, the Son and Holy-GHhaſt. 
* The Word, and Wiſdom, to whom all the Angels are ſubject, and 
do Obeyſance, Miniſter ro Him (the Father) in al Things. 


A. D. 
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A. D. 192. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, 


I have already produced one plain and expreſs Paſſage, 
wherein Clemens includes the Father and the Son in 
the only God. He has more to the ſame Purpoſe, 
where He ſays, Both are one, namely, God *; and 
where He addreſſes Both as one Lord t, and the whole 
Trinity as one **. Which I took Notice of in my eighth 
Sermon g. 

You are forced to confeſs, (p. 80.) that in Cle- 
mens's firſt Writings, there are ſome ſublime Expreſ- 
frons, which, if taken literally, would favour either my 
Notion, or the Sabellian. A pretty fair Confeſſion ; 
but it would have been ſtill fairer to have faid, (which 
is what the Reader muſt ſee) ſome Expreſſions, too 
plain and ſtrong to admit of Any Evaſion. All you 
have to ſay is, that They are highly Rherorical ; which 
is ſaying nothing. You are next to oppoſe other 
Paſſages of Clemens, to take off their Force. Upon 
which, I may obſerve, by the Way, how diſinge- 
nuous your Claim to the Antients is, in Compariſon 
with ours. You think it ſufficient if you can but find 
any Paſſages, which look at all favourable to your 
Scheme, e contradictory (as you underſtand 
them) to other clear and expreſs Teſtimonies of the 
ſame Author. On the other Hand, we think our 
{elves obliged to reconcile the ſeemingly oppoſite Paſſages, 
and to make an Author conſiſſent with Himſ:lf : 
Which if we cannot do, we give Him up as Neu- 
ter, and make his Evidence Null; unleſs there be 
Reaſon to believe, that the Author, upon better Con- 
ſideration, had changed his Mind, or that ſome Parts 
of his Works are more certainly genuine than others. 
But to proceed, you begin with attempting to deprave 


* *Ey zug Ap, 6 355, Clem. Alex. p. 135. 
1 "ys vg p, &y & uw Ow Kopce, P- 311. 
* Clem. Alex. p. 311. | 
Tt Sermans, p. 395, &c. 
| the 


Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 


P—— YH M_H__—__= ] ß =. Ss... »». 


95 


the Senſe of a celebrated Place in Clemens, which 1 
ſhall tranſcribe into the Margin *. In Engl it runs 
thus. „ The divine Word, who is moſt manifeſt! 

« true God, who is equalized with the Lord of the 
« Univerſe, becauſe He was his Son, and was the 
« Mord in God.” This is a Paſſage very little fa- 
vourable ro your Invention of a ſuperior Dominion of 
the Father, and a Subjection of the Son: For, the Son 
is here ſaid to be equalized, that is, proclaim'd Equal to 
the Lord of the whole Univerſe. You ſay, equalized 
implies an Exaltation, a Delegation, &c. Ridiculous. 
Can any Thing, or Perſon, be made equal to God 
the Father, exalted to a Parity with Him | But a 
Perſon may be proclaim d equal; which is only ſhew- 
ing what He was before. And Clemens aſſigns two 
ſubſtantial Reaſons, why the Son was thus proclaim'd ; 
it was his natural and eſſential Dignity that deman- 
ded it, For He was God's own Son t, of the ſame 
Nature with Him; and he was the Word that exiſted 
in God ** Himſelf; moſt manifeſtly therefore true God, 
and accordingly equalized with God, as He had a 
Right to be. You give us two or three Words of 
Euſebins, as expreſſing the Senſe of Clemens. But let 
Clemens ſpeak for Himſelf, who is a plainer Man, 
and a more conſiſtent Writer, than Euſebius; and 
of whom it is eaſier to paſs a certain Judgment. 


* *O Ne As, 6 Said zi Frog, 6 75 M F her i Rie- 
eis: in iy ig 078, N © ads, m © To 91, p. 86. Adm. ad Gent. 

Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 88. Anim. in Gilb. Cler ke. p. 1010. 

+ s TS you tyrumng, 6 Fre; ash, Pure, epximmey Das, Clem. 
Admon. p. 78. 

Toy Ach TiAfor bs NAινẽ Porne mxTpe;. Pædag. p. 113. 

* Compare the following Paſſages of Clemens, explanatory of 
the Phraſe, 3, mf 9:5. ; 

Q ret wrydag ron @ rod TANev Tridiev, "yt; is rar © ramp is 
"4s. Pxd.1. 1. c. 5. p. 113. 

Ta, cue b F161 £1 D i, aber, dlc,, , A 
i apl. Pædag. l. 1. c. 8. p. 142. 

a \ » ' \ Ul * 5 , >.< ad 

E. yep L p, & Jeg, on tim, i box] 6 Noyes wy is TH Ng, x24 
$19 w 6 Abies. Clem, Alex. Pp. 135. 
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Suppoſe the Words in Clemens to ſignify equalized 
in Honour, or advanced to equal Honour and Glory: 
Still, would you have a Subject thus equalized with his 
Sovereign? It Chriſt was equalized in Honour and 
Glory, the Inference will reach to an Equality of Na- 
ture; Which alone could be any er Reaſon, 
ar Foundation for honouring him ſo highly. You 
would have it only, receiving Dominion, (you do not 
care to ſay equal Dominion) from the Father. But 
This comes not up to Clemens his ſtrong Expreſſion 
of equalizing; nor to his Reaſons aſſign'd for it; the 
very Reaſons which He elſewhere gives, Why the Fa- 


ther and Son are the one God, o Oiòs, abſolutely fo 
called, and jointly the one ozly God and Creator of all 
Things. | 

Next, you are to ſearch out ſome other Expreſſi- 
ons of Clemens, to be pleaded in the way of Abate- 
ment. Clemens, it ſeems, ſays in the ſame Page, that 
Fle ſpruns from the Mill of the Father, But let the 
Reader ſce the whole Sentence, that He may be ap- 
prized of your unrighteous Method of citing Au- 
thors. © Being with utmoſt cclerity diffuſed upon 
« all Men, riſing ſwifter than the Sun, out of the 
« very Will (or Heart) of the Father, He molt 
cc readily darted forth God upon us*.” Would you 
have your Reader here deceived into an Opinion that 
Clemens 1s ſpeaking of the Son's exiſting by his Fa- 
ther's free choice and pleaſure? No doubt but That 
15 your meaning, or omething very little better; tho' 
Clemens is only ſpeaking of his A1ijjion to mankind. 
Elſewhere, you lay, Ile calls Him Inſpector of our 
Hearts by the Ii of the Almighty t. But you are 


as unfortunate in this Place as in the other; miſcon- 


* T2452 5 eig rare , d,Lrlelc, Gau als E 9TH; - 
TIA%G Ths THT, FEALTEW;, fag wiv E νð, U, T Heer. Clem. 
pig. 86. | 
: + Toy xUginy InT' Ar, Tov 125 Tex % T2109 FE 146 Fo foROTOY v 
9:25 i pag. G11, 

ſtructing 


err = 
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| ; ſtruing the Words, and perverting the Senſe ; as 1 
have elſewhere * ſhewn. LIlaymxpamerno YeAnuant 

| ſignifies by his own Soveraign, all-comaining Will, 


| ' That there is no impropriety In applying the Epi- 
ther Tay TXP2TCAKS to Mill, I proved by parallel 
Inſtarices from other Authors; and ſhall now add 


| one more of the like kind t. You appear very un- 
| willing to have the Dr's Criticiſms on This Paſſage 
taken from you : And therefore you endeavour, feebly, 
| — to prop them up again, in a Note, pag. 227. You 
tell me, that the parallel Paſſages I alledged, do not 
| ſignify that God is omnipreſent or omniſcient by his 
„Mill, but by his Active governing Wiſdom, Be it fo: 
I Then let the ſame anſwer ſerve for the Expreſſion of 
Clemens; and let Chriſt be omniſcient by his active 
governing Wiſdom, and now all is right again. I am 
not contending for God's, or Chrilt's knowing all 
things by his Will, in the Dr's Senſe: But why 
muſt Clemens be tied up to the Dr's ſtrict Senſe of 
Mill, in the Word 3teAnuamy; more than other Au- 
1 thors, Who have likewiſe uſed the Phraſe of All- con- 
taining Mill, as well as Clemens? The Doctor's fan- 
citul Speculations againſt the Phraſe (Script. Dott. 
pag. 294.) are of as much Weight againſt the Phraſe 
in other Authors, as in Clemens; that is, of no 
Weight at all, but to ſhew the folly of interpreting 
Phraſes by Speculation, and Fancy, inſtead of look- 
ing into Authors, to ſee how they have been uſcd. 
You was to ſay ſomething, it ſeems, however wide 
rather than give up a favourite Criticiſm, 


You fay, Clemens calls the Son SiAnua norroxpa- 
Teo Which is true; but it does not ther: ſignify 
the ſame as neTeas JiAyua, but all-containing Wiſs 
dom, ot Will again; as is plain from the very place 


* Defenſe, pag. 110. Ed. 2. Sermons, pag. 266. 
F Ted $68, x TYTIXIOTOCARS, wy GAYT OV, © erat t e- 09755; 
deere. Pſeudo Dionyſ. Areop de Divin. Nomin. c. 10. p. 829. 
0 tet; 
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itſelf, where Clemens alſo ſtiles Him Jdivapus ⅛ UNE 
Tus, all· containing Power x. And it 1s the very rea- 
ſon given by Clemens, why He may be known to all, 
even to thoſe that have not acknowledged Him ; He is 
7 n, and maT EATUKOS, preſent 10 all, or 
containing all. Had Clemens intended your Senſe, He 
would rather have expreſs'd it by nzTexw ge, 


as uſual + ; or JeAnuam T8 rar pg XX. or the like 
Nor can you give any Inſtance out of Clemens, of 


er AUT0%pxTCXx05, but where it either muſt, or how. 
ever may, bear the Senſe I have given. The Phraſe 
TMTYXPLTVCAREY EN (pag. 857.) comes the 
neareſt to the other. But it is there manifeſt, 
from the Context, that it ought to be interpreted 


in the ſame way as I have conſtrued SeArwua Tal: 
Keel. I much queſtion whether TanlaxpLT1K 


is ever uſed for rd TayToxpzroe@», in the Way 
that Dr.! Clarbe contends for. It is certain, that the 
other which I contend for, is moſt proper, and 18 
moſt uſual and cuſtomary in Greek Writers. This, 
I hope, may be ſufficient to put an end to a weak 
Criticiſm, which has nothing in it. Now let us go on. 

As to the Son's miniſtring, T have before anſwer'd : 
And as to the Paſſages you have ſclected, one would 
think you had took Them out of Biſhop Ball; only 
leaving out the Biſhop's Solutions ft: Which is a very 
unfair way of protracting a Controverſy. _ 

As to Second Cauſe, you do not meet with it in Clemens; 


Kureg S aln - 8 ſignifies no more than ſecondary 
Cauſer, Age der, ſecond in Order in caufil 


* Tochia d xo pn Qareguram F 3:00, qui is Te r. 
a Ta n Gel. £08 T0 n 6pgACy ooo 0 hngerevenr©>, FiAn gy £as70- 
xe regius. Clem. pag. 647. 

+ Vid. Clem. pag. 99, 150. Comp. pag. 86, 125. 

** Vid. Clem. pag. 156, 710. 

++ Vid. Bull. Def: F. pag. o. 


§ Clem. Alex. pag. 719. 
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Operations. Beſides that, if it ſtrictly meant mort, 
allowance muſt be made for Clemens, while He 1s adapting 
the Platonick, to the Chriſtian Trinity, if He uſes 
the Platonick Terms; tho' They may not quadrate 


exactly. : 
You next cite Clemens for ſtiling the Father 4ovoy 


os Jer, and introducing the Son as joining in Hymns 


of Praiſe to him. As to wor@»r, or other the like 
excluſive Terms, Clemens made no Account of Them, 
in excluſion to the Son, as before ſeen; belides that, 


the Son is not only ales Jos, truly God, with Clemens, 


very frequently *, but even 4% O. Jos, only God t, 
and only Fudge **, and any Maſter t. All Authors I 
have met with, thus uſe excluſrve Terms; it being a 
Rule of common Senſe, and cuſtom of Language, 
that ſuch excluſive Terms are to be ſtrained no farther 
than They are intended in oppoſition to ſuch or ſuch 
Things. As to the Son's joyning in Hymns of Praiſe, 
you ſhould have told your Reader, that He is ſup- 
poſed by Clemens, in 1 hat very Place, to do it as in 
22 of High-Prie/t 9. I can ſcarce without 
Indignation find ſuch Things as Theſe offered by 
Men pretending to Letters, or the leaſt Ingenuity. 

You run on, about Clemens's ſtyling the Father 
the one God, Supreme over all; tho' every body knows 
it never was intended in oppoſition to God the Son, 


* Clem. Alex. pag. 86, 647, 690. 

+ Clem. Alex. p. 84, 142. See alſo another Paſſage of his Pxdas 
gogue, where He ſeems tobe ſpeaking of God the Son: The Words are, 
6 reg Frog, 6 Wy abi, T Tarr, © Tarn; & bn, Im aol; $55, 6 
NO. T4065, p. 150. Compare a Paſſage of the Stromara, |. 4. es. 
ViVET Gf UT EXV9G iv Ws , od TOAAG Ws prigh d "oc, GAN d Frere it, 
3 9% xt rde. 

** Clem. pag. 99. 

++ Clem. pag. 309. 

$ Audi eywryny (leg. &yarmror) x0} ae, v. ver dre 
970, oute. ι Tob $505 Aoys" de e , laue d, 6 bi- 
ag ap xitęeus Job Ts ivoc, re cur © TuTP0Gy vp A, S 80 x47 9%, 
val *Ar3pqn oi Art. Clem. Alex. pag. 92, 93. 
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itſelf, where Clemens alſo ſtiles Him divapus πνπ⁰ „ e e- 
hs, all- containing Power x. And it 1s the very rea- 
ſon given by Clemens, why He may be known to all, 
even to thoſe that have not acknowledged Him; He is 
TmLY%exThs, and maT CATOCAK0OS, preſent 10 all, or 
containing all. Had Clemens intended your Senſe, He 
would rather have expreſs'd it by naTeax@ Jen, 


as uſual + ; or JeAnuam T8 FAT p35 XX. or the like 
Nor can you glve any Inſtance out of Clemens, of 


r pte g, but where it either muſt, or how- 
ever may, bear the Senſe I have given. The Phraſe 
TUTRpaTCCeacy Un, (pag. 857.) comes the 
neareſt to the other. But it is there manifeſt, 
from the Context, that it ought to be interpreted 


in the ſame way as I have conſtrued S Tal 
x2sloemer. I much queſtion whether TasloxpzToes 


is ever uſed for rd TayToxpzroe@», in the Way 
that Dr. 'Clarke contends for. It is certain, that the 
other which I contend for, is moſt proper, and 1s 
moſt uſual and cuſtomary in Greek Writers. Thus, 
I hope, may be ſufficient to put an end to a weak 
Criticiſm, which has nothing in it. Now let us go on. 

As to the Son's miniſtring, T have before anſwer'd : 
And as to the Paſſages you have ſclected, one would 
think you had took Them out of Biſhop Bull; only 
leaving out the Biſhop's Solutions ft: Which is a very 
unfair way of protracting a Controverſy. 

As to Second Cauſe, you do not meet with it in Clemens; 


Küreg S an F ſignifies no more than ſecondary 
Cauſer, T4Z« devrrg@>, ſecond in Order in caufil 


* Foie d xa xpngb mg Qaveguram F $200, Nami Tr Thy ps, 
ad T@ n 34%" £0; To wh 6pgnoyoori dvr, FeAnug Fer 
xpaTogingy, Clem. pag. 647. 

+ Vid. Clem. pag. 99, 150. Comp. pag. 86, 125. 

** Vid. Clem. pag. 156, 710. 

++ Vid. Bull. Def: F. pag. go. 

§ Clem. Alex. pag. 710. 
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Operations. Beſides that, if it ſtrictly meant more, 
allowance muſt be made for Clemens, while He is adapting 
the Platonick, to the Chriſtian Trinity, if He uſes 
the Platonick Terms; tho' They may not quadrate 


exactly. 
You next cite Clemens for {tiling the Father Au 


dus Yecr, and introducing the Son as joining in Hymns 


of Praiſe to him. As to 4 , or other the like 
excluſive Terms, Clemens made no Account of Them, 
in excluſion to the Son, as before ſeen; beſides that, 


the Son is not only /: J:05» truly God, with Clemens, 


very frequently *, but even MoH Jeos, only God f, 
and only Fudge , and only Maſter tf. All Authors I 
have met with, thus uſe excluſtive Terms; it being a 
Rule of common Senſe, and cuſtom of Language, 
that ſuch exclaſive Terms are to be {trained no farther 
than They are intended in oppoſition to ſuch or ſuch 
Things. As to the Son's joyning in Hymns of Praiſe, 
you ſhould have told your Reader, thar He is ſup- 
poſed by Clemens, in I hat very Place, to do it as in 
C7 of High-Prie/t F. IT can ſcarce without 
Indignation find ſuch Things as Theſe offered by 
Men pretending to Letters, or the leaſt Ingenuity. 

You run on, about Clemens's ſtyling the Father 
the one God, Supreme over all; tho' every body knows 
it never was intended in oppoſition to God the Son, 


* Clem. Alex. pag. 86, 647, 690. 

+ Clem. Alex. p. 84, 142. See alſo another Paſſage of his Pxdas 
gogue, where He ſeems tobe ſpeaking of God the San : The Words are, 
6 reg Frog, 6 Wy bci T dne, © marr & or, Un an 9366, & 
6. Otis. p. 150. Compare a Paſſage of the Stromara, |. 4. e 
traf GT £Xv9ig iy Ws , ed rA Ws prign 6 is, GAN & Fee it, 
p 9% xl Term. 

** Clem. pag. 99. 

++ Clem. pag. 309. 

$ Aw! Amun (leg. &yiyro) aa d , xa Ad dre 
ge, our poromrr®- yi Tob $505 Ayes" u. ovr©>, labs d, 6 hi- 
as hpxurptvg Yeo T4 hg, Tod avror © murps, vip Ar3paray i. 
b *Ar3pan oy iyxiarvirc. Clem. Alex. pag. 92, 93+ 
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but to Pagan Deities : As is plain from what hath 
been ſaid. You next come to obſerve that Clemens 
ſtiles the Son Tp@rxmmns*, This indeed was worth 
remarking, and a Thing fit to be offered in the way 
of Objection ; tho' Biſhop Bull had given a good 
Anſwer to it long ago f. It is an alluſion to Pro- 
verbs 8. 22. where Wiſdom is ſaid to have been crea- 
ted, that is, appointed Head over the Works of God **; 
which I ſhall ſhew, in due Time and Place, to 
have been the ancient and Catholick Senſe of That 
Text: Nor can any Ante-nicene Father be produced 


for the other Senſe of Creation, in regard to That 


Text. The ſtale Pretence about Photius and the 
Hypotypojes, hath been anſwer'd over and over, 

owever, it is a meer fancy of your's, that Photin:'s 
Cenſure upon the Hypotypoſes, was grounded upon a 
Paſſage found in his Stromata. I have now ſaid enough 
in Vindication of Clemens; and He muſt be a very 
Oithodox Writer indeed, when in ſo large a Vo- 
lume, and wrote before the Arian Controverſy wa; 
ſtarted, He appears ro have been ſo well guarded, 
as to leave room only for very frivolous exceptions ; 
ſuch, perhaps, as might molt of them be found even 
in many of the Poſt-Nicene Writers, or in Athanaſit: 
himſelf. 5 

What you ſay after in pag. 83. is worth the taking 
notice of, ſor the peculiar Turn of it; and becauſe 
it may let the Reader into the true State of the 
Diſpute between us. You tell me, I am forced into 
the * abſurd Inconſiſtency of confounding a priority of 
mere Order (which expreſſes a perfect Co-ordination 
of Perſons equally Supreme in Authority) with 5 


* Clem. pag. 699. 

+ Bull. D. F. pag. 90. 

** OO urarro f cater, O, n Tow r α “ mus 
Tpo;, an 6 yo; xa HT, TpaTEpV05 u,ẽp, urn mi; HANTFIO ir 
6&;ore. Clem. pag. 833. | k | 
8 Bull. Def. F. pag. 91. Grabe Inſtances of Defects, p. * 
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fubordination of Authority and Dominion. Y ou are troubled, 
ir ſeems, that I will not ſuffer Two of the Perſons to be 
thought really Subjects, or Servants, that is, Creatures of 
the Firſt. I am very earneſt and ſerious in it; nor will I 
yield That momentous Point to you, till you are able to 
prove it. As to Iuconſiſtency, you ſhall ſee that there is none 
of mine, it is all your own. I have ſometimes wonder'd 
with myſelf, how I came to be charged by the modeſt 
Pleader, &c. with 8 a Co-ordination of the 
Perſons ; when I every where admit a Priority of 
Order in one, a Subordination in the other Two. 
But now the Secret is out: A Co-ordination is not a 
Co-ordination, and a Subordination is not a Subordi- 
nation, if it be only of Order; tho' I was ſo weak 
as to think, that the Words Co-ordination and Sub- 
ordination, ſtrictly and properly, reſpected Order, 
and expreſſed an equality or inequality of Order, 
But you have a mind to uſe the Word Co-ordination 
for what an accurate Man would call Co-equality - 
And ſo I am charged with holding a Co-ordination, 
J confels the Charge: 1 always held a Co-equality 
of the Perſons, tho' I never before knew that it 
muſt be called Co-ordination. And while I profeſs a 
Subordination, I as conſtantly declare againſt [nequa- 
lity. If This does not content you, I cannot help 
It: It is not my fault, nor indeed yours (for you have 
done yqur utmoſt) that your Arguments demand no 
more. I will ſtill maintain a Prioricy of Order, to- 
gether with Co- equality. And if you inſiſt upon it, 
that Priority of Ones is 20 Priorit of Order, but a 
Co-ordination ; every Reader, I ſuppoſe, may eg 
whoſe is the Inconſiſtency, your's, or mine. Belides a 
Subordination of Order, which is natural, I have 
alſo allowed a Subordination in Office, which is oeco- 
nomical. Is This alſo nothing more than a meer Po- 
fition and Order of Words? True, it is not makin 

the Father a Soveraign over the Son as his ache. | 
Subject, becauſe I never intended it: Nor will you 
; ever 
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ever be able to prove any thing like it. But let us 
proceed. 


A. D. 206, TERTULLIAN. 


Tertullian is fo full and clear for all the Three Per- 
ſons being one God, that I need not again * produce 
Things io well known. You yourſelt have confeſſed 
it: But now you come in to plead for Abatements ; 
which, if you have ever ſo good a right to them, 
will not, however, make Tertullian an Advocate 
on your fide, but a Neuter at moſt, as being 1ncon- 
fiſtenr, and of no credit. But let us fee: Perhaps 
He may prove a conſiſtent Evidence for us; tho it 15 
utterly impoſſible He ever ſhould for you. You rc- 
mind me of his being a Montaniſt, when He wrote 
againſt Praxeas ; which was ſcarce worth your ob- 
ſerving, when you allow in the ſame Page that Ter- 
rullian makes Father and Son one God, even in his 
Apology t, wrote very probably before He was a Mon- 
zaniſt: And I ſhould be content to try the Merits of 
the Cauſe by That Treatiſe alone, which would 
furniſh you with few, or no Pretences againſt his 
— in this Article. But to come to the Bu- 

nes. a 

You firſt fall upon Him for making the Son no 
more than a ſmall part of the Father's Subſtance. To 
which I anſwer, that if Tertullian indulged his fancy 
too far in explaining the Doctrine, yet He may be a 
good evidence of the Church's general Doctrine, that 
Father and Son are oze God, However, I think this 
Objection has been well anſwer'd by Biſhop Bull **, 


* See my Sermons, pag. 396. 

Pater & Filius & Spiritus, Tres crediti, anum Deum ſiſtunt. 
Tertull, contr. Prax. c 31. 

+ Quodde Deo profectum eſt Deus eſt & Dei Filius, & unus (ſuppl. 
Deus) ambo. Apol. c. 21. p. 203. 
** Bull. D. F. p. 95. 
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þ | and Le Nourry *; whither I refer the Reader. All 1 


ſhall add, is This, that if Tertullian, as I have ſhown 


| above, ſometimes uſed the Term Father in a large 


Senſe, (as a Head of a Family ſometimes ſtands for 
the whole Family together with their Head) then it 
is no wonder, if God the Son might be called 
Portio totius, being but one Perſon of the Trinity, 
not all; as He ſtiles the Father, anus omnia, dum ex uno 
omnia t. This might be illuſtrated from the Cafe of 
Abraham, conſidered as the Father of many Nations, 
and containing, in a certain Senſe, all his Deſcen- 
dants. Thus was Abraham Tota Familia, and Levi only 


Derivatio , Portio Totins ; that is, of Abraham, 


conſidered in capacity of Head and Fountain. I do 
not pretend to be confident, that Tertullian had 
This Thought in his Mind: But I propoſe it as a 
probable conjecture, to be farther enquired into, to 
make Tertullian appear the more reaſonable and con- 
ſiſtent; who was certainly no downright Idiot, ſuch 
as your Repreſentation would make of Him. Al- 
lowing ſuch a Suppoſition as I have here offered, 
there will be no Dithculty in accounting for Tertulliau's 
ſaying, that the Father is major Filio, greater than 
the Son, in the manner that He does. For it will 
amount only to This, that the Head, conſidered as 


| ſuch, is major Singulis, as containing all; tho' it 


cannot be ſaid of any but the Head, becauſe the reſt 
are conſidered only as f/izzle Perſons. In the other 
way, it is certainly downright Vonſenſe to ſuppoſe 
the Father in his own proper perſonal Capacity, to be 
the whole : For, however ſmall a Part you ſuppoſe 


* Nourrii. Apparat. ad Bibl. Max. Vol. 2. pag. 1305. 
+ The like way of Speaking obtained among the Pagans, in reſpect 
of their Supreme Jupiter, Father of the other Gods. 
Jupiter omnipotens regum rerumque Detimque 
Progenitor, genitrixque Deum, Deus unus & omnis. 
Auguſt, de C. D. I. 7. c. 9. p. 170. 
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the Son to be, That Part muſt go in to make up 
the whole; and no ſingle Perſon, barely conſidered as 
fuch, can be called the whole. But conſider the Fa- 
ther in Capacity of Head, in the Senſe before inti- 
mated, and then the Notion 1s juſt, and has nothing 
abſurd, or ſtrange in it. I may farther argue againſt 
Tertullian's making the Son a ſmall part, as you ſay, 
of God's ſubſtance, from what He ſays of the Om 
nipreſence of the Son, in as full and ample Terms as 
can be uſed of the Omnipreſence of the Father Him- 
ſcif *. 

Vou go on, (pag. 77.) to ſpeak of the Son's ex- 
erciſing the Father's Power: Right; becauſe the 
Father's and his are one f. You add, by the Father“ 
Hill: Yes, and by his oem too, for Both are the 


fame, becauſe their Subſtance is one x. You fay in- 
deed 


* Habes Filium in Terris, habes Patrem in cælis: Non eſt ſepara- 
tio- iſta, ſed di ſpoſitio divina; cxterum Scimus Deum etiam intra 
Abyſſos eſſe, & ubique conſiſtere, ied vi & Poteſtate: Filium quo- 
que, ut individuum, cum ipſo ubique. Tamen in ipſa Oeconomis, 
Pater voluit Filium in Terris haberi, ſe vero in cælis. Tertull., av. 
Prax. c. 23. p. 514. | 

The Son you have upon Earth, and the Father you have 
« in Heaven, This is no Separation, but a divine Oeconomy. Fur- 
« thermore, we are certain thar God is even in the Abylles, and 
« preſent every where but in Virtue and Power; the Son alſo as 
individual (or undivided) is with Him every where. Bur. according 
to the Oeconomy, the Father would io have it, that the Son ſhould 
* be conlidered as being upon Earth, and Himielf as being in the 


« Heavens.” 


+ Omnia, inquit, Patris mea ſunt.— Suo jure omnipotens, 
qua Sermo Dei omni po entis, quaque ommum accepit poteſtatein. 
c. 17. 


Pater omnia tradidit in manu ejus a primordio tradidir, ex 
uo a primordio Sermo erat apud Deum, & Deus erat Sermo, cui 
ta eſt omnis Poteſtas in cælo & in Terra omnem enim dicens 
Poteſtatem & omnia tradita in manu ejus, nullam exceptionem 
Temporis permittit; quia omnia non erunt, ſi non omnis Temporis 
fucrint. cap. 16, | 
* Quale eſt ut Deus diviſionem & diſperſionem pati videatur in 
Filio & Spiritu Sancto tam conſortibus ſubſtantia Patris, &c — 
Cæterum 
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deed in your Preface, pag. 6. 7 that Tertullian aſ- 
firm'd the fame Thing even of Angels, or rational 
Souls, that They were generated from the Subſtance of 
the Father: Ard to ſhow that you really believe it, 
you quote 04; 55-) Three Places of Tertullian, to 
prove it. Ha This been the Caſe, I would have 
given you up Tertullian for a Madman. But it is your 
Misfortune, in two of the Places, very innocently to 
ive us Marcions Tener for Tertullians own. And as 
to the third Place, out of his Book againſt Praxeas, 
it is very wide of the Purpoſe; being no more than 
this, that God breathed into Man the Breath of Life, 
a peculiar Privilege of Man above all the animal Creation. 
See below what He ſays of Angeli. 

Bur to proceed; You talk of the Son's Sabjection, 
as from Tertullian: Concealing from your Reader that 
it is of a ſubjection poſterior to the Incarnation, an 
Oeconomical ſubjection: And that Tertullian denies an 


ſubjection, ſuch as you are aiming at, in full and ex- 


preſs Terms *. You add, upon This diſparity of the 
Son to the Father, (direttly contrary to your Notion of 
an equality iz Supreme Authority) as ell as upon his 
Notion of Conſubſtantiality, does He ground his denial 
of Two Gods. Falſe every Word: How can you let 
your Pen looſe, to write at This Rate? Tertullian's 
Notion of one common ſupreme Authority, is exactly 
the ſame with mine 1: That the Three Perſons are of 
ons State, one Subſtance, one Divinity, one ſupreme 


Cæterum. qui Filium non aliunde deduco, ſed De Subſtantia Patris, 
nihil facientem ſine parris wvoluntate, omnem a Patre conſecutum 
Poteſtatem, r Adv. Prax. c. 3, 4. | 

2 Angelorum —alienorum a ſubſtantia patris. Contr. Prax.c. 3. 

* Sophiam non ſibi ſubditam, non Statu diverſam, &c. Tert. 
contr. Hermog. c. 18. 

+ Tres autem non Statu fed gradu, nec Subſtantia ſed forma, nec 
Poteſtate ſed ſpecie: uius autem Subſtantiæ, & unius Status, & unins 
Poteſtatis, quia unus Deus. Contr. Prax. c. 2. | 

Trinitas, anius Divinitatis, Pater, Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus. De 
pudicit. C. Fl, : 
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Power and Authority, as being one God. When 
Tertullian ſays, non Statu ſed pradu: By Gradus He 
means Order, as Biſhop Bull hath obſerved. D. F. 
pag. 96. N : 

And where does Tertullian found his Denial of Bu 
Gods upon the Diſparity of Father and Son? Or 
where does He reſolve the Unity, as you do, into the 
Father alone, caſting our God the Son from the 
one Godhead? His conſtant way is to take in Both, 
and thus He makes of Both but one God. What you 
cite from his 13 Chapter is not at all to your pur- 
pole. He plays a while with Praxcas, telling Him, 
that if He would be ſo hard, as to inſiſt upon it that 
Father and Son muſt be 70 Gods, on the Catholick 
Scheme, then let them be ſo; and let Him at leaf 
grant, that Father and Son may be % Gods, the 
Son having certainly as good, or much better right 
to be called God, than many others whom Scripture 
has ſo ſtiled. But after He had thus argued a whik 
ad Hominem, and ex Hypotheſi, He returns to his Po- 
ſition, that they are not to Gods x, but one Gra, 
becauſe of Unity of Subſtance, and Original. His 
Reaſoning, in ſhort, comes to This, that if the 
Catholick Doctrine, as Praxeas infiſted, muſt 
be Ditheiſm, then let it be ſo; ſo long as it 5 
Scripture-Ditheiſm, and the Doctrine certainly true, 


Duos tamen Deos & duos Dominos nunquam ex ore noſtro pro- 
ferimus Nam etſi Duos ſoles non faciam, tamen & ſolem & 
Radios ejus, tam duas res & duas ſpecies unius indiviſa ſubſtan 
numerabo, quam Deum & ſermonem ejus, quam Patrem & Filiuw. 
Tert. contr. Prax. c 13. | 

Si Filium nolunt Secundum a Patre reputari, ne ſecundus duos fac it 
Deos dici, oſtendimus etiam duos Deos in Scriptura relatos, & duos 
Domincs; & tamen ne de, iſto ſcandalizentur, rationem reddidimus; 
qua Dei non duo dicantur, nec Domini, fed qua Pater, & Filius, 
duo: Et hoc non ex ſefaratione Subſtantie, ſed ex diſpoſitione, cum 
individuum & inſeparatum Filium a Patre pronuntiamus, nec ſtau 
fed gradu alium; qui etſi Deus dicatur quando nominatur fingular!s, 
non ideo duos Deos faciat fed unum, hoc ipſo, quod & Deus ex 
Hitate Patris Vecari kabeat. cap. 19. 
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whatever Name it be called by: But ſtill a very good 
Reaſon may and has been aſſigned why it is not, 
and therefore ought not to be called Ditheiſin; becauſe 
Father and Son are really oze God, as being of one 
ſubſtance, and the Son referred up to the Father as his 
Head and Source. This is the ſum of Tertullian's 
Thoughts on that Head; which are as contrary to 
your's, as Light to Darkneſs. 

You have another little Shift grounded upon Ter- 
tullian's blaming Praxeas for making the Father in- 
carnate, whom He there calls ipſe Deus and Domi- 
nus omnipotens ; as if Tertullian might not emphati- 
cally ſtile the Father God, without denying it of the 
Son. Thoſe Phraſes there are nothing but ſo many 
Periphraſes for God the Father, and do not at all 
relate to your Purpoſe: Unleſs denying the Father 
to be incarnate, be denying Chriſt's ſupreme Divinity; 
where I ſee nothing like a Conſequence. 

As to Tertullian's aſſerting a Temporary Generation, 
it is common to Him and many Catholic Writers, 
both Antenicene, and Poſtnicene * ; and has no Diffi- 
culty in it, when rightly underſtood. What you add 
from Tertullian's Tract againſt Hermogenes, is indeed 
of ſome Weight, and the moſt Material Objection 
that his Works can furniſh you with. Yer you 
ſhould not have conceal'd from your Reader, that 
Biſhop Bull + has ſpent a large er g particular- 
ly in Ahſwer to it: And it muſt appear very 
ſtrange, that Tertullian, who, at other Times ſpeaks 
ſo highly of God the Son, ſhould deſignedly contra- 
dict ſo many clear and plain Paſſages of his Works, 


* Hilarius in Matt. p. 742. 
Zeno Veron. ap Bull. p. 200, 
Phæbadius. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 4. 

Prudentius. Hymn. 11. p. 44+ 

Rupertus Tuitienſis. 

Pſeud-Ambroſ. de Fid. Orthod. c. 2. p. 349. 
+ Bull. D. F. Sed, 3. c. 65 
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by denying the Coeternity of the Son, and reducing 
Him to a Creature, Is the Divinity, ſubſiſting in 
Three, Similar with it ſelf, one only, and capable of 
no Degrees (the expreſs Doctrine of this Writer) and 
yet made up of Eternal and Temporary, Creator and 
Creature, diflering infinitely * Is Eternity, and Immu- 
zability contain'd in the Name and Notion of God, 
and particularly as applicable to God the Son &, and 
yet the Son have neither Eternity, nor Immnutability * 
In a Word, can Tertullian pretend, that an inferior 
God is Non-ſenſe and Contradiction , and at the 
ſame Time aſſert a Creature, a Being of Yeſterday, to 
be God, nay, and one God with the Father? Theſe 
are ſuch glaring and palpable Abſurdities, that a Man 
of any tolerable Capacity, or Thought (and Terullian 
was a Man of no mean Abilities) could ſcarce have 
been capable of admitting Them. Wherefore They 
are to be commended, who have endeavour'd to bring 
Tertullian out of Theſe Difficulties, and to reconcile, 
if poſſible, the ſeeming Repugnancies. There was 
one Way left for it, which the excellent Biſhop Bl), 
and after Him the learned Le Nourry has taken. Ter- 
tullian is known to have diſtinguiſhed between Rate, 
and Sermo, Both of them Names of the ſelf-ſame 


AY O. conſidered at different Times, under different 
Capacities; firſt as ſilent, and unoperating, alone with 


Deum immutabilem & informabilem credi neceſſe eſt, ut æ- 


ternum. Transfiguratio autem interempt1o eſt Priſtini. Omne enim 


quodcunque transfiguratur in aliud, deſinit eſſe quod fuerat, & in- 
cipit eſſe, quod non erat. Deus autem neque deſinit eſſe, neque 
aliud poteſt eſſe. Sermo autem Deus; & Sermo Domini manet in 
ævum, perſeverando ſcilicet in ſua Forma, Adv. Prax. c. 27. Vid, 
Bull. p. 245. 

+ Neque enim proximi erimus Opinionibus Nationum, quæ fi 
quando coguntur Deum confiteri, tamen & Aliosinfra illum volunt. 
Divinitas autem gradum non habet, utpote unica. Contr. Hermog. 
c. 7. Deus non erit dicendus, quia nec credendus, niſi Summum 
2 Nega Deum quem dicis deteriorem. Contr, Marc. I. 1. 
6. 6. 
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the Father, afterwards proceeding, or going forth from 
the Father; to operate in the Creation. With this Proc 
/on He ſuppoſes (as do many others) the Sonſbip properly 
to commence. So that tho* the Logos had always exiſted, 
yet He became a Son in Time; And in this Senſe 
there was a Time, when the Father had no Son; 


He had his A3y@), his living ſubſtantial Logos, his 


cop, with whom He converſed, as his Cornſellor : But 
the Logos was not yet a Son, till he came out to create. 
This Notion of a temporal Sonſhip, was what Tertullian 
endeavour'd to make ſome Uſe of in his Diſpute with 
Hermogenes, who aſſerted Matter to be eternal, wnmade, 
and unbegotten; in ſhort, Self-exiſteat in the higheſt Senſe. 
Tertullian thought it might be an Argument ad Homi- 
nem, againſt Hermogenes, that He hereby made Mat- 
ter in ſome Senſe higher than even God the Son; 
while he ſuppoſed it abſolutely #nderived, and in no 
Senſe derived, or begotten at all; which was more than 
could be ſaid of God the Son, who was Begotten, and 
proceeded of the Father. This appears to 4 been 
Tertullian's real and full Meaning, However He hap- 
pen'd, in the Proſecution of the Argument, to run 
ſome Expreſſions rather too far; as is often ſeen in 
the Heat of Diſpute, in very good Writers. Allow- 
ing Him only the Favour of a candid Conſtruction, 
He may at length be made conſiſtent 3 and his other 
Expreſſions ſtand without Contradiction: And He 
has the greater Right to it, upon the Principles of 
common Equity; fince one obſcure Paſſage ought never 
to be ſet again many, and plain ones. 

Lou proceed to obviate a Paſſage which we are 
wont to cite for the Equality. T have cited others 
ſtronger and fuller, which you have not took Notice 
of. Vour Correction of Patrem for Parem, is what 
I had met with before, and it ſeems to me very juſt. 
But your Quotation from his Book de Fejwniis, to 
take off the Force of the Words, æquat & jungit, does 
not ſo well ſatisfy me: Becauſe there is a great deal 
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of Difference betwixt æquat when uſed abſolutely, and 
when only in a certain reſpect, However, as I ne- 
ver inſiſted upon the Force of the Word æquat in 
that Place, nor have any Occaſion for it, after ſa 
many other more certain, and leſs exceptionable Evi- 
dences of Tertullian's making Father and Son one God 
ſupreme ; ſo I thall not be at the Trouble to inquire 
farther about it. 
Our next Author is, 


A. D. 240. HIPPOLVYTVus. 


This Writer you bear ſomewhat hard upon: Sp#- 
rious, and Interpolated are the Names you give Him. { 
muſt firſt ſee upon what Grounds ; and then procccd 
with Him, if we find Him genuine. In a Note to 
p- 39, you are pleaſed ro favour me with your Rea- 
ions. We need ſay nothing of Dr. Mill, who I pre- 
fume had never ſeen the Greek, of Hippolytus againſt 
Noctus. Neither need we lay any great Streſs upon 
Photins's calling the whole Piece againſt Heretics, 


D ,, a little Bool as you fay, ſince we know 
not by what Rules and Meaſures Photius judged of 
the Greatneſs or Littleneſs of a Book, or to what 


Kind of Tracts He confined the Name of BAHN. 


ear. Thele Things are flight, and ſuch as Criticks 
would ſcarce mention. I find that ſome very good 
Judges, as Tillemont and Fabricius (I do not know 
how many more) take the Piece to be genuine : And 
no Body can doubt but it is at leaſt ſo in Part; as 
one may perceive by what is borrowed from it by 
Epiphanius. The only Queſtion is about Interpolation. 
Mr. Whiſton was ſo ſanguine, as to ſay, He had evi- 
dently demonſtrated *, that it was one half of it inter- 
polated, and by an Athanaſian ; becauſe Theodorit and 
Pope Gelaſius GW Both oft them quoted a Paſlage out 
of it, which appears much ſhorter there than in Hip- 


Mr. Whiſon's Anſwer to Lord Nottingham, p. 10. 
8 polytms, 
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polytus, as now publiſhed. You are ſo wiſe as to drop 

dorit, being apprized, perhaps, that Theodorit's Quo- 
tation was not from This Treatiſe againſt Noctus, but 
out of another Work of Hippolytus, upon the /e- 
cond Pſalm *: And what great wonder is it, if an 
Author, in Two diſtinct Tracts, borrows from Him- 
ſelf ; expreſſing the ſame Thought here more brief- 
ly, there more at large? Gelaſius, indeed, refers to 
x HMemeria Hereſium : But as his Quotation is exact- 
ly the ſame with Theodorit's, and probably taken from 
Him, at ſecond Hand; Theodorit is the more to be 
depended on, as being the elder, and as being a Greck. 
Writer, and noted for his Accuracy; and his Works 
preſerved with greater Care than Gelaſiuss. Whether 
the Miſtake of Memoria Heæreſium, was Gelaſms's own, 
or his Tranſcriber's, an eaſy Account may be given of 
it; ſince Hippolytus's Piece againſt Hereſies, was the 
moſt noted of Any, and was preſerved entire for a 
long Seaſon, and belides really had in it a Paflage 
very like That other out of his Comments on the 
Pſalms; And it might ſeem no great Matter, which 
of the Pieces they referred to. Theſe Conſidera- 
tions ' ſhow how little your critical Cenſure of a Book 
is to be depended on: I will therefore ſtill continue 
to quote Hippolytus, as genuine, till I ſee ſome bet- 
ter Reaſons againſt it than you have here offered. 
Whar you hint of its being changed into a Homily in 
latter Times, is ſufficiently anſwered by Fabricius, 
vol. 2. p. 6. Let us now ſee whar Fippolyzus has to 
offer in relation to our Main Diſpute. 

I produced the Paſſages, which I molt inſiſt upon 
(to prove that Father and Son are one God) in my De- 
fenſe, firſt briefly, (p. 22) and afterwards more at large 
in my Sermons, p. 307 &c. whither, to ſave my 
{clf the Trouble of repeating, I beg Lcave to refer 


* Tg di ory, 795 ip nei,ꝗů/N e B. Ia. Theod, Dial. 
$. p. 167. 
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the Reader. You have ſome pretended Counter- Evi- 
dence to produce, as uſual, in' order to evade the Force 


of what I offered. You fay (p. 90.) that tho" Ihe 


ſeems to aim at including the Son and Spirit; in ſome 
Senſe in the one God (it is well however that he does not 
aim at excluding Them, having quite other Intentions 
than you have) yer He expreſly aſcribes to the Father, 
not 4 Priority of Order only, but a real Supremacy of 
Authority and Dominion. Where are your Proofs ? 
The firſt is, that He talks of the Father's comman- 
ding, the Son obeying : So did Athanaſins, Baſil, Cy- 
ril, Hilary, Marius Victorinus, and others *, who not- 
withſtanding would have deteſted your Notion : For 
They never ſuſpected any Thing of Subjection, or 
Servility in it, but only a different Order or Manner 
of operating, ſo far as concerns the Work of Crea- 


tion; and a voluntary Condeſcenſion, or 0ix9v9fuiz, 
as to other Matters. But Hippolytes ſays, by This Ti- 
nity the Father is glorified. No doubt of it, ſince no- 
thing can be more for his Glory, than to have two 
ſuch divine and glorious Perſons proceeding from Him, 
and ever abiding with Him: And they . leſſen this 
Glory, leſſen Him; Who in a certain Senſe, is the 


To7%. You add, as from Hippohytus, that the Fa- 
ther begat the Son (that is, ſent or ſhewed Him to 
the World, which 1s Hypolytus's Meaning ) when 
He willed, and as He willed Undoubtedly, in Hip- 

lytus's Senſe, juſt as He ſent Him to be incarnate 
of the Bleſſed Virgin, when He willed, and at 
He willed. All you have farther Material, T have 
anſwered above. You will never be able to ſhew, 
that either Subordination, or Miniſtration, or the Son's 

See my Sermons, p. 72. 
Or Bull. D. F. p. 80. & alibi: 

Or Petavius de Trin. J. 1. c. 7. -_ 5 

+ en getaner, x45 w; v,jðõm, t04ts T Adyor 2457S — 26990 £3,009 & 
dars, 409m T7 017% TH che de x60 wa, da v 701; == Pa; tx S- 
IG Y E, TH KATH xd, T 65100 180, GUT 4 4 fortge- oer e 
vr, & c. Hipp. contr. Noct. p. 13. 
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condeſcending to become Man, and in that Capacity a 
Servant to the Father, is at all inconſiſtent with the Notion 
of Both the Perſons being one God ſupreme; You make a 
Show of producing the Arients againſt me; whereas, in 
Reality, you can pick nothing from them more than I am 
ready to allow, as well as They: And you endeavour to 
turn what They and J agree equally in, againſt Them, as 


well as Me, by the imaginary Strength of two or three 


falſe Maxims; which you have laid down to your ſelf, as 
ſo many Principles of Reaſon: It might be pleafant to ob- 
ſerve, what a Dance you are leading us through Scriyture 
and Fathers, and all for Amuſement ; while the true Se- 
cret of the Buſineſs is kept behind the Scenes. 

The Caſe lies here. Scripture and Fathers agree in 
theſe Three Things, as I alſo do. 1: That the Son 
from the Time of his Incarnation, was really ſubject 
in one Capacity or other, to God. 2. That bctore 
his Incarnation He winiſtred to the Father; as well in 
the Creation, as in all Tranſactions between God and 
Man. 3; That, as a Son, He is ſabordinate to the Fa- 
ther, referred to Him as his Head. Now your Way 
is ro take one, or more of theſe Three Premiſes, and 
from thence to draw your Inference againſt the Son's 
being God ſupreme. This Inference you draw from 
theſe Premiſes, firſt, as found in Scripture: The ſam? 
Inference you draw from the fame Premiſes, as found 
perhaps in Jaſtin Martyr ; the ſame Inference again 
from the ſame Premiſes, as found in Irenens ; and fo 
quite through the Fathers. But a Man may ask, ſince 
the Premiſes are taken for granted on both Sides, 
might it not be a much ſhorter, and clearer Way, to 
wave farther Proof of the Premiſes from Scriprure and 
Farhers, and to lay all the Streſs upon making out 
the Inſerence, in a ſet Diſertation to that Purpoſe ? 
Right: But then every Body would ſee (what is not 
to be told) that it is not Scriptures or Fathers you 
depend on, but Philoſophy ; which, while you mix it 
all rhe the Way with Scripture and Aatiquity, is not 
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thought to be, what it really is, the true ſource and ſpring 
of the Oppoſition you make to us; and which, while it 
is behind the Curtain unperceived, 1s yet the only 
Thing that raiſes all the Diſturbance. But to proceed. 


A. D. 249. ORIGEN, 


Origen, one of the moſt learned and conſiderable 
Writers of his Age, was Another Voucher I had 
produced for the T'ryth of the Doctrine that Father 
and Son are ne God *. I have beſore vindicated the 
true Conſtruction of the Paſſage , and have obſerved, 
from the Circumſtances, of what Moment ſuch a Re- 
ſolution as that of Origen, in ſo critical and nice a 
Point (on which depended the grand Queſtion of Po- 
lytheiſm between Chriſtians and 8 is and ought 
to be, when duly conſidered. You pretend, p. 82. 
it is not clear that Origen's Words muſt bear my 
Senſe. I do not wonder at your holding out, in 
ſuch a Place as This: It muſt trouble you to find 
your ſclves condemned in the moſt important Article 
of all; and that by Origen too, whom you would 
have to be a Favourer of you, as He is much a Fa- 
wourite with you. But as to the Senſe of his Words, 
it is ſo exceeding clear, from the whole Scope and 
Context, that nothing can be more ſo. See what J 
have ſaid above. What then muſt be done next? 
Still you ſay, admitting my Conſtruction, it is nat 
to my purpoſe, What? not to my purpoſe that Fa- 
ther and Son are oze God; which 1s what I quoted it 
for? And if They are one God, Thev are one God 
Supreme. You add, that Origen, in That very Place, 
exlains at large, how the Father aud Son are One, 


and alſo what ſort of worſhip is to be paid the Soy, 


#* "rx gy u, Ws vues, T i 19 T 955 SreaTeurther, 
Orig Contr. Cell. p. 386. 2 

We therefore, as we have ſhewn, worſhip one God, the Fa— 
ther and the Son. 
+ $40 wat I have ſaid avove; And compare mv Sermons, p. 209, 


The 
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The Senſe, you pretend, is, that Chriſtians ſtill wor- 
”* ſhipped but one God (The Father I ſuppoſ: you mean) 
| becauſe = worſhipped the Father by or through the 

Syn. Ridiculous: For, ſo Celſus and all the wiſcr 
Pazans worſhipped but one God; becauſe they wor- 
ſhipped the one Supreme, by and through all their 
other Deities. How then did This Anſwer clear the 


Chriſtians from the worſhip of ©tss, Gods, more than 
the Pagans? Was Origen no wiſer than to expoſe. 
Himſelf and his Cauſe to ridicule, by ſo weak a Re- 
ply? The Strength of his Solution reſts intircly upon 
this; that Father and Son are but one God; and 
therefore the Chriſtians worſhipped not many I 
He takes in Both, to make the # the waum, the one | 
Thing worſhipped : Otherwiſe there was no Occaſion i 
for ſaying, that They were oze; One in nature, (as I | 
Ade and by his Inſtance of Believers, who were all i 
of the ſame nature, and as ſuch equal) and One alſo 
in Concord, Agreement, and Samenels of Will: Which 
is the very Account which Poſt-nicene Fathers al o 
give of the Unity; as Hilary, Epiphanius, Cyril of 
Jeruſalem, Gregory Nyſſea, and Auſtin, referred to in 
my Defenſe *. I ſhall here only cite the laſt of 
them r, who may ſpeak for all the reſt. I ſhall have 
occaſion hcreafrer to diſcourſe you fully upon the 


* Defenſe, pag. 363, &c 
+ Hi Tres, quia unius ſubſtantiæ ſunt, unum ſunt; & ſumme 
unum ubi nulla Naturarum, nulla eſt diverſs:as Voluntatum, Si au- 
tem natura unum cient, & Conſenſione non eiſent; non ſumme unum 
eſſent: Si vero natura diſpares eſſent, unum non eſſent. Auguſtin. 
contr. Max. 1. 2. pag. 698. 
Etiam nos quippe incomparabilem Gapſenſum Voliuntatis, atque in- 
dividuæ Caritatis, Patris & Filii & Spiritus Sancti, Confitemur; 
2 dicimus, Hæc Trinitas anus eſt Deus. Auguſt, contr. 
Max. I. 2. p. 720. See my Defenſe, pag. 366, 367. | 
To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks Theodorit , or Maximus. 
i; $255, od s T2AWV cy, RAN Ws Of is pie x Wivol, We | 
d The ovwPwrics, Tis Quozws, Theod. Dial. IV. ad Maced. 


Tom, F. pag. 373. 
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Head of Worſbip, and to vindicate Origen from your 
Miſrepreſentations. It may ſuffice, for the prelent, 
to lay, that the conſidering the Two Perſons under 
diſtinit Offices, (a good Rule ſor the regulating the direction 
of our Prayers) is no Argument either againſt the Son's 
being /wpreme God (which is no word of Office) or 
for two Waorſhips, Sovereign and Inferior, which you 
contend for. 

The other Paſſages of Origen which you refer me 
to (in Pages 4, 5, 10, 23, 28, 31, 49, 56, 70) are 
molt of them taken from Origen's leſs accurate, or in- 
terpolated Writings; which are of no weight, any 
farther than they agree with his Piece againſt Celſus. 
And what you have out of That very Piece, has been 


moſtly arſwered by Biſhop Bull, and is not to your 


urpoſe. 

The Paſſage you quote, (pag. 10.) ſhews one Ad- 
vantage the Chriſtians had, that they could plead 5 
Command for the worſhip of Chriſt, which the Pa- 
gans could not for their Deities : Not that This was all 
they had to ſay, but it was ſomet hing, and too confi- 
derable to be omitted. What you cite pag. 24, 1 
anſwered in my Defenſe, (pag. 260.) referring alſo, 
in my later Editions to Biſhop Bull, and Mr. Bing- 
bam . What you have, pag. 28, is only that God 
the Son was ſezt. Your bon pag. ZI. is an- 
ſwered by Bithop BAllt. What you have, pag. 49. 
is full for a perfect equality of all eſſential Greatneſs **, 
and therefore is directly againſt you. And I muſt 
charge it on you, as a falſe and groundleſs Re- 
port of Origen, when you ſay (pag. 83.) that He 
is one who in his whole Works does moſt fully, clear- 
ly, and expreſly inſiſt on the direct contrary to my No- 


* Bull Def. F. p. 121. 

Bingham Orig. Eccl. I. 13. c. 2. p. 45. 
+ Bull. Def. F. p. 262. | 
** See Above, p. 45. 
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tion, So far from it, that in his lateſt, beſt, and 
moſt certainly genuine Work, He is all the way di- 
rectly contrary to your Notion, and conformable to 
mine; as Biſhop Bull has abundantly demonſtrated + 
Nor have you ſo much as pretended to confute what 
the Biſhop has ſaid. 


A. D. 256. CYPRIAN, 


1 cited Cyprian” in my Sermons*, in Proof of the 
three Perſons being one God. He does not uſe the 
very Words, but He ſufficiently intimates the Thing, 
I ſhall not here repeat what I ſaid, but refer the Rea- 
der to it. 


A. D. 260. Dianys1vus of Rome, ith his Clergy. 


This Author I alſo cited in my Sermons fl. We 
have but a ſmall Fragment of Him, preſerved by 
Athanaſius : But it 1s of admirable uſe for ſhewing 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, as profeſſed by the 
Church of Chriſt at That Time. Sabellius, whe 
had ſtarted up but a few Years before, gave occaſion to 
h e Church to re- conſider, and to clear This Article. 

One may ſee from Dionyſius, not only what Spo- 
culations ſome at That Time had, but alſo what 
were approved, and What not. We have no leſs than 
four Hypotheſes there intimated : and all condemned 
but the one only true one. | 
1. One was the Sabellian, making the Son the 
Father, and the Father the Son ** ; which Dio/ius 
condemns, > 

2. A ſecond was of Thoſe who, in their extreme 
oppoſition to Sabelliaziſm, made T ptis apxas Three 
Principles, and, of conſequence, rs \Cmgxous Seas 


Sermon 8. p. 31m. 
+ Sermon 8. p. 313. 
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N TAIT 4TaO XENWEAT Pines : Three independent 
ſeparate Hypoſtaſes, anallied to each other, and not 
united in one Head. This is condemned as Tritheiſm ; 
and as being near a-kin to the Marcionite Doctrine of 
three Principles; (againſt which I preſume the Canon 
that goes under the Name of Apoſtolical , was firſt 
made) and which Dionyſus cenſures as diabolical + 
Doctrine. Here it is obſervable, that we meet with 
Three Hypeſtaſes, firſt introduced in the third Cen- 
tury, in oppoſition to the Noetiax and Sabellian Do- 
ctrine of one Hypoſtaſis, and thought very proper to 
expreſs the Senſe of the Church; provided the Hu- 
poſta were not made ſeparate, as ſo many Heads, 
or Principles, For, the Church has always con- 
demned the Notion of s apyingi nmnguious **, 
Origen is, I think, the firſt Writer now extant that 
makes mention of two, or more Hypeſtaſes in the 
Trinity. | 

5 A third Opinion which ſome were likewife 
apt to fall into, in oppoſition to Sabellius, was to 
make the Father only the ove God; reducing the Son, 
and, of conſequence, the Holy-Ghoſt, to the Con- 
dition of precarious Beings, or Creatures, But This 
alſo is condemned by Dioupſius, in imart Terms, as 

laſphemy F in a very high Degree. 

4. After rejecting the former Three falſe and he- 
retical Tenets, He at length gives us the true Faith 
of the Church, to This purpoſe. « Therefore it 
concerns us by all means, not to divide the Vene- 
4e rable Divine Unity (or Monad) into Three Dei- 
: he Apoſt. Can, 49. ubi damnatur quiſquis baptizaverit in Tp 
Li IS ALY , 

t Maxie yep T5 ug moPpor®» , £5 r pic; apa The A- 
rep ig e © nicer, I Oy Sou, &c, Dionyſ. 

Z. 231. 

7 See Baſil. de Sp. S. pag. 130. | 
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« ties, nor to leſſen the 3 caing ths Majeſty and Great- 
« neſs of our Lord by making Him a Creature; but to 
4c believe in God the Father Almighty, and in Chriſt 
« Jeſus his Son, and in the Holy Ghoſt ; and that the 
« Mord is united with the God over all: For, he ſays, / 
« and my Father are one; and I am in the Father and the 
« Father in me. So ſhall the Divine Trinity, as alſo the 
« ſacred Doctrine of the Unity be preſerved x. This 
was his Deciſion of that important Article; which He 
had allo expreſſed before in Words to the ſame Effect, 
which may here alſo be cited. The divine Word 
« muſt of Neceſſity be united with the God of the 
« Univerſe, and the Holy Ghoſt abide and dwell in 
« God; and the divine Trinity be gathered together 
« and united into one, as into a certain Head, I mean 
« the God of the Univerſe, the Almighty f.“ 

You will obſerve, how the Unity is ſolved by Dio- 
Mus, not by making the Son and Holy-Ghoſt /#b- 
ject to the Father, but by including them in the Fa- 
ther; not by the Father's Governing Them, but by 
his containing and comprehending Them. And tho' 
Dionyſius ſtiles the Father the G04 of the Univerſe, 
and emphatically arayToxpzTwe, He at the ſame time 
declares the Son to be ſtrictly God, or no Creature: 
And He does not aſterwards weakly retract what He 
had ſaid ot the Son, by throwing Him again out of 
the one Godhead; but wiſely and conſiſtently. takes 


* "Our" I xo writer xpn 86 fp Ned mT; Tw Tevugeonr x, Hl 
pared ors ν,jmu x T0 GE Wugh, Hes Te CE OMANGY pit Fog 7.67 
KUeis" GANG MTITEUXIvAG big Gier riet MUITOXfETS2H R 8G Kpigay la- 
2 Tev "yov dre, xt £45; 76 2400 Y, I d 7G $59 F S 
. AGH SW i ο, Pact, xl & mp, iy E000 06 £YW fn z wrd, 
xcti 6 a & i, evTW Yi; % xa} V BG rig, x T9 A,] Kh- 
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Him in, as one with the Father, included in Him, and 
reckoned ro Him: Theſe were true and Catholick 
Principles 6 Year before Avius was heard of; and 
They will be ſuch, while the World ſtands. 

I might here add the other Diomſius of the fame 
Age, and witneſs of the ſame Faith. But, having 
produced Him twice before, ofice in my Sermons **, 
and again in Theſe Papers 9, I ſhall here paſs Him 
Over. 


A. D. 3 18. LacTANTtUS: 


1 had barely referred to This Author, as an evi. 
dence of the Church's Faith, that Father and Sogn 
are one God, and that the Son is not excluded by 
the Texts of the Unity : And of This He 1s as ful! 
and plain an Evidence as it is poſſible for a Man to be; 
however He may differ in other Points; as I nevc: 
pretended. to fay He did not. But here you exclain; 
(paz, 83.) of the ſtrange Abuſe made of Quotation, 
i ſecond-hand Repreſentations, One would think 
you had had ſome fuch Book as Scripture- Doctrine, 

fore you; which would indeed have furniſhcd 
you with Variety of ſtrange Aouſes * : And had you 
found one, by chance, in me, you might have ſparcd 
the Exclamation for the Doctor's ſake. But to pro- 
cced: We may learn This from Lactantius, that the 
common way ol anſwering the Charge of Trithei/n: 
vas, not by cxcluding the Son from being one G4 
with the Father, but by including Both in the or 
Ct. We learn farther, that They are conſubſtaniini 


70 


Fag. 443 | 
_ + Cum dicimus Deum Patrem, & Deum Filium, non diver ſum q. 
eimus, nec utrumquè ſecernimus, quia nec Pater eſſe fine Fuso 


poteſt, nec Filius a Patre ſecerni: ſiquidem nec Pater fine Fi:io nun- 


cupari, nec Fuius poteſt ſine Patre generari, Cum igitur & Pater 
| Filium. 
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to each otlier, and to be adored together as one God. 
Nevertheleſs, ſince Lactantius had elſc here drop'd ſome 
Expreſſions which appeared hardly, if at all defenſible, I 
never laid much Streſs upon Lactantiuss Authority, as 
to the main queſtion : Tho I might with a much better 
right have done it, than you gencratty lay claim to 
Fathers, while you think it ſufficient 1f you can bur 
cite a Paſſage or two which you imagine to be on 
your ſide; never regarding how to reconcile many 
other much ſtronger ones againſt you. I am perſuaded, 
if I have been to blame, it has been on the modeſ# 
ſide; not inſiſting ſo far upon Lactantius, as I might 
juſtly have done. I ſhall now examine whether you 
have not claimed a great dzal too much, and I too little, 
in reſpect of this Author. 

It is certain, you can never make Him a conſent 
Evidence on your ſide. You can never reconcile 
his Conſubſtantiality, and his Doctrine: of the Two 
Perſons being one God, to your Principles; fo that 
you have little reaſon to boaſt of an Evidence which 
at beſt is not for you, but either againſt you, or ele 
null, and none: And could you have been content to 
have had Him ſet aſide; without inſulting me upon 


it, I might perhaps have let you paſs. But now I 


Filium faciat, & Filius Patrem, una utrique ens, unus Sp ritus, & 
una Subſtantia eſt. Sed Ille quaſi exuberans Fons eſt, Hic tanquam 


deffuens ab co Rivus; ille tanquam Sol, Hic tanquam Radius a ſole 


porrectus: Qui quoniam ſummo Patri & fidelis & Charus eſt, non 


ſeparatur, ſicut nec Riv#s a Fonte, nec Radius a ſole, quia & Aqua 
Fontis in Rivo eſt, & Solis Lumen in Radio: æque nec Vox ab ore ſejungi, 


nec Virtus aut manus a Corpore D:velli poteſt. Cum igitur a Pro- 
phetis Idem Manus Dei, & Virtus, & Sermo dicatur, utique nulla diſ- 
cretio eſt; Quia & lingua ſermonis miniſtra eſt, & Manus in qua 
eſt Virtus, individua ſunt Corporis ortiones. Lact. Il. 4. c. 29. 
Filius & Pater, qui unanimes incolunt mundum, Deus unus eſt; 
quia & unus tanquam Duo. & Duo tanquam unus num Deum 


eſſe tam Patrem quam Filium E/a:as oſtendit, &c. Ad utramque per- 


ſonam refercns, intulit, preter me non et Deus, cum poſlet dicere 
preter nos merito nus Deus uterque appe latur, quia quicquid 
eft in Patre ad Filium transfluit, & quicquid eſt in Filio, a Patre 
deſcendit. Lib. 4 cap. 29. 
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ſhall examine whar right you have to Him. You ſay, 
(pag. 55-) and again, pag. 86. that his Senſe of Vna Sub- 
faut ia is not clear, and that it might not perhaps be taken 
in the metaphyſical Senſe; Bur nothing can be clearer than 
his Senſe of una Subſtantia, both from his Similitudces, (as 
that of the ſame Mauer in Fountains and Streams, and the 
faue Lipht in the Sun and its Rays) as alſo from the Name 
of Manus given to the Son of God, and his obtcrving 
that the Tongue and Hands are individue Corporis Portions, 
undivided Parcels of the ſame Body, Where, tho' the 
Compariſon be groſs, and the Exylication favouring 
too much of corporcal Imaginations; yet the mcan- 
ing is evident, that He intended the fclt-ſame Sub- 
ſtance, both in kind, and in number, to belong to 
Father and Son; as much 2s you deſign the fame Sub- 
ſtance in kind, and in number, of any two {arts 
of the one extended Divine ſubſtance. You ob- 
ſerve alſo (paz. 55.) that Lackantius makes Angels to 
be from the Subſtance of Cod. If He did, He has 
diſparaged a certain Truth, fclating to the Son of 
God, by mixing with it a fooliſh AManichæan Error 
about Angels; having been impoſed upon by ſom: 
Heretical Books. Vet Latlautius has rio where ſaid 
what you afazm of Him. He has no where faid 
that Angels are of God's ſubſtauce, as He has ſaid 
piainly of Cod the Son. You can only collect it 
from obſcure Hints, and dark Innuendo's. He uſcs 
ſome cout? Compariſons about God's breathing cut 
Angels, and ſpeahing out his Son. But He never pre— 
tends that Angels, are one Subſtazce, or one God witlr 
the Father. He ſays of the Son, that He was con- 
ccived in the 2474 of the Father (mente cen:eperat) 
which he never ſays of Angels. He ſays of Angel. 
that They were created for Service: Of the Son, He 
only fays, that He procceded *. In a word, allowing 


* Ad miniſterium Dei creabentur. Ille vero, cum fit & iple ſyi- 
ritus, tamen cum Voce & ſono cx Dei ore prieceilit, &c. Lib. 4. 
C. 8. Comp. (5, | 
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only for his including the Son and Angels together 
very the general Name of Breathings, which may 
mean no more than Productions, and differing infi- 
nitely in kind, tho' agreeing in the common Name, (as 
3 . . . . > 

youre likewiſe is a Name comprehending Things 
that proceed by Creation or Generation, in time or 
eternally) I ſay, allowing only This, there appcars 
nothing in Laftantins but what may fairly ſtand 
with his other Principles, above recited *, For if, 
according to Laftantins, God Breathed, that is, pro- 
duced his Son from his own Snbſtance, but Breathed, 
or produced Angels not from his 02 Sub/tance, but 
from nothing, as he breathed into Man a Soul 4, 
(Gen. ii. 7.) then there is no farther ground for your 
Cenſure upon Him. That This was really his mean- 
ing, and all his meaning, I incline to think, as ſar 
ſeveral Reaſons beſore hinted, ſo alſo for This, that 
in the very Chapter of the Epitome (cap. 42.) you re- 
{er to XX, He makes a manifeſt Difference between the 
produ tion of the Sen and of Azzels, The Son was 
de ælernitatis ſug Fonte, and de Spirit ſuo, Therg 
was not only Breat hing, but breathing from the ver 
Fauntain of his eternity, that is, from his own Swb- 
ſtance: Whereas Angels are only fatd to be de ſis 
Spiririeus, from his Breathings. So He makcs it the 
peculiar Privilege of God the Son, that He was breath- 
eg gut, tanquum Rivas de Fonte, and ex Des- Deus &. 
Which He never ſays of Angel, any more than of 

* Vid. Nourrium, Appar. ad Bibl. Vol. 2. pag. 798. 

+ Vid. Laftanys. lib. 2. c. 13. | | 

** Deus in prin-ipio, antequam mundum inſtitueret, de eterni- 
tatis ſue Fonte, deque divino ac perenni ſpiritz ſuo, ſilium ſibi proge- 
nuit, incorruptum, fidelęm, yirtuti ac majeſtati patriæ re ſpondentem 
Denique ex omnibus Angelis quos Idem Deus de ſuis ſpiritibus 
figuravit, Saus in Conſortium ſummæ poteſtatis adſcitus eſt, ſolus 


Deus nuncuparus. Lactant. Epit. c. 42. p. 104, 195. 
$ LaRtant. Inſtit. 1.4. c. 8. 


Quoniam pleni & conſummati Boni Fans in ipſo erat, ſicut eſt 
Sem per, ut ab eo Bono tanquam Rvus orirerur, longeque proflueret, 
produzit ſimilem ui ſpiritumt qui eſſet Virious Patuis preditms,1.2. C9 . 
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Human Souls; which He alſo derives de vitali Fox- 
te perennis Spiritus *, from the Fountain of his Brea- 
things, but not from his Subſtance ; as I have allo re- 
mark'd of Tertullian above. Indeed moſt of the 
Fathers laid great Streſs upon the Text in Geneſis 
ii, 7. God's breathing into Man's Noſtrils the Breath 
of Life; A Privilege peculiar to Man above the Ani— 
mal Creation t: Something of God's own infuſing and 
inſpiring, {omething of a purer and diviner Subſtance, 
Spiritual, and enduring; The Breath of the Almigh- 
ty, a Reſemblance, a Shadow, an imperfect Copy of 
the Divinity it ſelf. Thus far the Fathers carried the 
Notion : And you ſeem to have miſtaken it for the 
Marcionite and Alanichean Notion of Souls being the 
very Szbjtaxce of God: A Notion which the Fa- 
thers dcteſted ; and I doubt not, Lattantius' among; 


the reſt. 


* Ibid. J. 2. c. 12. p. 192. 


+ Tu 25 Ac xtAEYS Ov vos meu, 177 2 EO promey NYS ver- 
£9 (34105v, x34 n toro $200 E4DUCH — anip S mes age Try 5:4. 
Clem. Alex. p. 101. 
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Incorporales Animæ, quantum ad Com parat ionem Mortalium Cor- 
porum. In/rfiavit enim in Faciem Hominis Deus Flatum Vite , 
Flatus autem Vitæ incorporalis. Sed ne mortalem quidem poſſunt 
dicere ipſum, Flatum hit exiſtentem. Irenæus p. 300. 


Anime ſuæ umbram, Spiritus ſui auram, oris ſui operam. Ter- 
tull. de Reſurr. Carn. c. 7. | 


Intell'ge Afiatum minorem Spiritu eſſe; etſi de Spiritu accidit, ut 
aurulam e jus, non tamen Spiritum —capit etiam Imaginem 
Spirits dicere Flatzm, nam & ideo Homo Imago Dei, id eſt Spi- 
ritts. Deus enim Spiritus. In hoc erit Imago minor veri- 
tate, & Afiatus Spiritu inferior, habens illas utique lineas Dei, qua 
immortalis Anima, qua libera & ſui arbitrii, &c. tamen in his Imago, 
& non uſque ad ipſam Vim divinitatis. Tert. contr. Marc. l. 2. 
6e. 9. FO R ED 
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Vour next Objection againſt Lactantius, is, that He 
fuppoled the Son to be only menrally contain d in God, 
and afterwards begotten into a Perſon. You ground your 
Conjecture upon a Paſſage, which you cite p. 88, and 
again p. 120. | have certainly a better Right here to ſay, 
that the Senſe is not clear, than you had with Relation to 
una Subſtantia : And the Liberty you take of tranſlating, 
comprehendit in Effiziem (or ad Effgiem, as ſome Editions 
have it) formed into areal Perſon, is pretty extraordinary. 
The learned Le Noarry gives a quite different Conſtru- 
ction of That obſcure Paſſage: And which to me ap- 
pears more probable than your's. But ſuppoſing The 
Author to have expreſſed Himſelt ſomewhat crudely 
in This Place, in Relation to the Son's Generation, 
(which He ar the ſame Time profeſſes to be inexpli- 
cable) you very well know that the ſame Author 
elſewhere ſpeaks as craudely even of the Father Him- 
ſelf; whom he ſuppoſes to have had a Beginning, and 
to have made Himſelf. His Words are, “ Since it 
& cannot otherwiſe be, but that whatever exiſts uſt 
« have ſometime begun to be, it follows, that ſince 
“ nothing was before Him, He muſt have ſprung 
« from Himſelf, Deus ipſe ſe fecit, God made Him- 
« fell Laflant. l. 1. c. 7. 

This is ſtrange Divinity. But the Author was a 
Novice; and He at other Times talks in a ſoberer 
Manner, He ought therefore to be interpreted with 
Candor, and with ſome Grains of Allowance. If 
You take Advantage of every obſcure or uncautious 
Expreſſion, you will- make Him as Heterodox in reſpect 
of the real Divinity of the Father, as you ſuppoſe Him 
to be with Regard to the Son. But if you pleaſe to 
interpret Him with Candor, and to explain any ob- 
ſcure or incidental! Paſſage, by what is plain, and is 
expreſſed more at large; He may then pcrhaps be 
found, upon the whole, ſound and orthodox in Re- 
lation both to the Father and Son. You next ſpeak 
(p. 89.) of the Son's entire Subjection and Obedience 
| | e 8 
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to the Mil and Commands of the Father: Yet ta- 
king no Notice of Lactantius vindicating to Both the 
fame inſeparable Honour, as being one God x. The Sub- 
jeition you mention is intended only of what was ſince 
the Incarnation, and therefore nothing to the Purpole. 
And as to Chriſt's not ſetting Himſelf up for Another 
God (which appears to be LZattantins's real and full 
Meaning in the Paſſage you cite f) I ſuppole it may 
be admitted without any Scruple. Or at moſt, it 
can amount to no more than This, that in the Opi- 
nion of Laclautius, Chriſt (during his State of Humi- 
liation) never called Himſelf God, leſt He ſhouid there- 
by give Offence, and be miſconſtrued as preaching 
up Sher God. How otherwiſe ſhall the Apoſtles, 
or Lattaztins Himſclf be juſtified (by that Way of 
Reaſoning) in giving the Fitle and Character of God 
to Chriſt ? 1 

I conclude with repeating what I before ſaid, that 
admitting ſome Things in Lactantius (a Catec hren 
oniv, and not fully inſtructed) to be ſuch as do nat 
pertectly agree with Catholic Principles; yet on the 
other Hand, it muſt be confeſſed, that there are many 
ether Things taught by Him, which can never be 
tolcrably reconciled with yours **: So that you have 
ene leſs Reafon to boaſt on that Head. You are plcaſed 
to obſerve, . 120.) that Biſhop Bud gives up This 


hor 


Duo eſſe dicentur, in quibus Subſtartia, & Voluntas, & Fides una 
(t. Ergo & Filius per Patrem, & Pater. per Filium. Uyus eſt Ho- 
20 utrique tribuendus, tanquam uni Deo, & ita dividendus eſt per 
duos cultus ut diviſio ipſa Com page inſeparabili vinciatur; neutrum 
bi relinquit, qui aut Patrem a Filio, aut Filium a Patre ſecernit, 
tant. Etit. c. 49. p. 140, 141. St: | 

+ Fuiſlet enim hoc aon ejus qui miſerat, ſed ſuum poprium nego. 
tum gerere, ac ſe as eo, quem illuſtratum venerat, ſeparare. La- 
Kant. 1. 4. p. 3754 8 | 

Vid. Neurrii Apparat. Vol. 2. p. 799. 

Solus habet rerum omnium cum Filio ſuo poteſtatem: Nec in 
Angelis quicquam niſi parendi neceſutas, Lack. inf, l. 2. c. 16. f. 
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Author as not reconcileable to his Opinion: You ſhould 
have ſaid. nu! reconcilcable, upon the whole. For the 
Biſhop ſuſpected ſome Paſlages to have been foiſted in, 
being not reconcileable with others; or elſe that the 
Author Himſelf, being a very raw Divine, had fallen 
into grols Contradittions. But Biſhop Bull inſiſted 
upon it, that ſome Paſſages of Lactantius were directly 
oppoſite to the Men of your Principles, and not re- 
concileable with Arianiſm: As they certainly are 
not, | 


A. D. 335. Evsx8Btvs. 


We now come to a Maa that lived after the Riſe 
of the Arian Hereſy ; and who is ſuppoſed by all Sides 
and Parties, to have had a Tincture of it more or 
leſs; and eſpecially in his Writings beſore the Coun- 
cil of Nice. A Teſtimony therefore from Him in 
Proof of the Father and Son being one God is the more 
conſiderable; ſince nothing could extort it from Him, 
but either the Force of Truth, or the Strength of Tra- 
dition, or the Currency and Prevalence of That Per- 
ſwaſion in his Time. And which ſoever of Theſe it 
were, i: is very much to my purpoſe, tho* Euſebius 
might at other Times contradict it. I cited Socrates * 
for the Truth of the Fact, that Euſebius Himſelf 
confeſſed one God in Three Zypoſtaſes: Nor do 1 
ſee any Reaſon to ſuſpect his Credit. He had his 
Account, as He declares, from original Letters, which 
paſſed at That Time. And whatever Euſebius might 
privately write, He might not have Aſſurance enough, 
in public Debate, to gain-ſay a Thing which all Ca- 
cholics allowed. Any one may fee, by Euſelius's O- 


e The Father alone, with his Son, has Dominion over all: Nor don 
« any thing belong to the Angels, but the Nece ſity of Obeying 
Here Lactantius plainly aſcribes one common Dominion to the Father” 
and the Son: And intumates, that God the Sou ts exempt from ary Nece!- 
mee Obedience, &y the Oppoſition made between i m and Angels, 
Socrat. Ecci. Hiſt J. 1. 6.23, 
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ration before Conſtantine, how tender He was of drop. 
ping Any thing like Ariani/m in the Face of the Ca- 
tholics, Who, He knew, would not bear it. He 
there ſ>eaks as orthodoxly of the Bleſſed Trinity as 
2 Man can reaſonably deſire. His Words are: «© The 
« Ternary Number firſt ſhowed Juſtice, teaching E- 
« quality); having equal Beginning, Middle, and End: 
« And Theſe are a Repreſentation of the myſtical, 
c molt holy, and Majeſtic Trinity; which compact- 
ac cd of a Nature that had no Beginning, and is un- 
ce created, contains in it the Seeds, Reaſons, and Caulcs 
„of all Things that have been made. And the Power 
« of the Number Three is rightly ſtiled the ag 
« the Source of All Things *. 

Thus far Euſebius: And He that could ſay This, 
(which is really ſtronger) may very well be ſuppoſed 
ro ſay the other, which Socrates reports of Him. 
Now, either Euſebius was ſincere in what He has 


5 


rg 


here ſaid, or He was not. If He was, then He is 


an Evidence on my Side, and I have a Right to 
claim Him as ſuch: If He was not, ſtill it ſhows 
what the prevailing Doctrine was, and which Exſc- 
bizs durſt not but comply with, in his public Speech; 
And This is an additional Confirmation of Socrates's 
Report, which relates to what Euſebius acknowledged 
in Public Conferences. The ſame allo is confirm'd by 
his ſubſcribing the Nicene Faith, drawn up upon the 
fame Principles which J am here defending. 

Let This ſuffice in Proof of my Third Article, that 
the Autients have all along believed and taught, that 


, 


* Ir 5 T þ52%6 Su crldesger, trams xe amn ore Oy n- 4 ay 
dx v. — WETOTNTR: 2 12 ¹⁰ ten. b Nνν . f. J T c. re un 
* A h,, d BGαEHm us TEAGING wu Thy naps wei hyerars Cue 
rp nw5Vh, TH TW vor wy WT ErTWY 090384 TA CT UG, uc D A 
=; Tag dil, dreh 30% g was dv vg 2. 2%, K . 
To; Ahn ve cin. Euſeb. Orat. Paneg. c. 6. p. 730. 

Goof. Jobium, apud Photium. Cod. 223. p. 605, 612. 

Tis y 20t0/w%'s Tp67/w1% Doreen ow, 0:76 #531 &pxpM Tis T Zoos Avic 
Phil. de Vit. Contempt. Pp. 899. 
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Father and Son are one God; and therefore God the 
Son was never thought to be excluded from the one 
God-head by the Texts which concern the Vuiry. I 
have 2 all diſputable Authorities: But becauſe 
there are ſome conſiderable Teſtimonies in Rainart's 
ſelet Acts of Aartyrs, which tho' not ſo certainly 
genuine, as Thoſe before given, have yet no certain 
Park of Spuriouſueſ, I may throw them into the 
Margin * for the Reader to judge of as He ſees 
Cauſe. There can hardly be any clearer, or leſs con- 


teſted Point than This I have been mentioning. 


It runs, in a Manner, quite through the Fathers down 
to the Times of Arius. The only Writer J have met 
with, within this Compaſs, that can with any Show 
of Reaſon be thought to make an Exception, is Vo- 
vatian, Presbyter of Rome, who, with Novatus of 
Carthage in the Year 251, began the Schiſm, called 
after his Name; and in the Year 257, or thereabout, 
(it could not well be ſooner by his mentioning Sabel- 
lius) wrote a Tract upon The Trinity, ſtill extant: 
That He was in the main, Orthodox, as to the Point 
of the Trinity, I think plain enough from the Tra& 
it ſelf ; as has been ſhown alſo by Le Moyne, Gardiner, 
Bull, and other great Men. But his Way of reſolving the 
Unity of God. Hal into the Father alone, (not very con- 
ſiſtently with his Comment on John xvii. 3. if it is 
to be made Senſe of) appears to me ſomewhat par- 
ticular, and not very agrecable to the Catholics of 


Chriſtum cum Patre & Spiritu ſancto, Deum ele confiteor, 
Af. Epipodii Fart. A. D. 178. Ruin. p. 76. 

Dominum enim Chriſtum confiteor, Filium Alti:\ir531 Patris, uni- 
ci unicum. Ipſum cum Patre & Spiritu ſanto, Du ſolum Deuni 


eſſe profiteor. Ad. Vincentii Mart. A. D. 304. ud Ruinart. p. 
369. 


Patrem & Filium & Spiritum ſanctum adoro: Sanctam Trinita- | 


fem adoro, præter Quam non eſt Deus. Atia Eupli Mart. A. D. 
304. apud Ruin. p. 407. 

Adorem Trinitatem inſeparabilem, qua Trinitas Unitas Deitatis 
eſt. id, P. 408. 
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That Time. He ſeems to me (which I ſpeak how- 
ever with Submiſſion to bezrter Judgments ) to have 
taken much ſuch a Method, in explaining the Doct- 
rine of the Trinity, as ſome very woithy Men * 
amongſt our ſclves did, about thirty Years ago, when 
the Controverſy was rife in England. It was to ad- 
mit of a higher and a lower Senſe of the Word God; 
the higher ſuppoſed to have nothing above the other 
but Self-exiſkence, or Unoriginateneſs: The Father then 
was ſuppoſed to be God in the higheſt Senſe as un- 
originate, but ſtill the Son and Holy Ghoſt each God 


in a Senſe infinitely higher than any Creatzre can be; 


being ncceſſarily-exiſting, and wanting nothing but Un- 
eriginateneſs. This, I ſay, was the Scheme which 


ſome worthy Men amongſt us at That Time took 


into; and which Dr. Clarke has endeavour'd to make 
ſome Advantage of, as falling partly in with his 
Scheme; tho* differing in the main Point of all, the 
neceſſary Exiſtence. This Method of ſolving the Unity 
was thought the more plauſible, as moſt eaſily ac- 
counting for the Fathers being ſo often ſtiled the one, 
of only God: And there was This Thing farther to 
recommend it, that it ſecm'd very happily to ſtand 
clear of the moſt conſiderable Dihculti:s raiſed about 
ene being Three, and Three one. The main Charge it 
lay liable to, was that of Tritheiſm: Which yet nci- 
ther Arians, nor Socinians could with Any Face ob— 
zect to it; their teſpective Schemes being equally li- 
able to the like Charge; And whatever Evaſicns They 
ſhould contrive, T he ſame would, with a very ſmall 
Change, ſerve as well This, or better. But after all, 
to ſay the Truth, This Scheme can never be perfed- 
ly clear'd. Trirheiſaz may be retorted upon an Arians 
as Ditheiſm upon a Socinian, and ſo they may throw 
the Charge back, one upon another; while a Sabe.liar, 
a Jew, or a Pagan might maintain the Charge againſt 


* Bp. Fowler and others, 
thei 
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them all. Nor is their any Way of avoiding it, but 
the ſame which the antient Church, in general, went 
into, viz. The including all the Three Perſons in 
the one God. I have ſhown however, what may be 
juſtly pleaded for Novatians Orthodoxy, in the main 
Point, the Eſſential Divinity of all the Three Perſons ; 
tho' He otherwiſe took a Way ſomewhat peculiar, 
and almoſt drop'd the Unity: Unity of Godhead , 

I mean; for as to Unity of Subſtance, He is clear e- 
nough for it: And therefore He ſcems to have ſup- 
poſed Father and Son to be r-vo Gods in one Sub- 
ſtance ; tho' He never ſo called Them, but endea— 
vour'd, in his Way, to fence off the Charge as well 

as He could, not very judiciouſly nor conſiſtently. 
Upon the ſame Scheme perhaps, Euſebius's Ortho- 
doxy ſo far, may poſſibly be defended, eſpecially as 
to God the Son; notwithſtanding what the learned 
Atontfaucon has obhjected, in a Diſſertation to That Pur- 
poſe. But This by the Way only; I ſhall have a- 
nother Opportunity, lower down, of faying more of 
Euſebius, Having clear'd Three of the Points, which 

I undertook, viz. that the Antients in general, never 
thought the excluſive Terms to affect the Son, ne— 
ver admitted Another God, or Two Gods; but con- 
ſtantly ſuppoſed Father and Son together one God ; 
there remains now only my fourth Article, to com- 
pleat the Demonſtration of what J intend; namely, 
4. That the Antients applied ſuch Texts of the 

Old Teſtament as undoubtedly belong to the one God 
ſupreme, ta God the Son; conſidered in his own 
Perſon, and as really being all that Thoſe Texts in 
their fulleſt Senſe imply. The Authors by me cited 
| for This purpoſe, in my Defexſe, pag. 28, &c. are 
' Tuſtin Martyr, Theophilus, Irenens, Clemens of Alex= 
Julia. Terin{lias, Hipoltus, Origen, Cyprian, Ne- 
' watian, The Antiochian Fathers, Lattantins, and Eu- 
ſſebius. Moſt of theſe have been before conſidered 
under the forger Article, but muſt now he tra- 
* 82 verſed 
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verſed over again upon this Article alſo, diſtifift from 
the other. 8985 - 
Before you come directly to attack the general Ar- 
ument, you have ſome previous Conſiderations thrown 
in to prejudice the Reader againſt it; Theſe I muſt 
take ſome ſhort notice of, in the entrance, following 
your Method. | He 
1. You ſay, my aſſerting Father and Son to be the 
one ſupreme God, ,not one in Perſon but in Subſtance, is 
direttly affirming Two Supreme Gods in Perſon, tho' 
ſubſiſting in one undivided Subſtance, pag. 126. To 
which I anſwer, that This is directly begging the 

Queſtion, One Subſtance, with one Head, cannot 
make two Gods, upon the Principles of the primitive 
Churches: Nor are your Merapiyſichs ſtrong enough 
to bear up againſt their united "Teſtimonies, with 
Scripture at the Head of them. 
2. You ask, How comes it to paſs, that the Antients 
never ſay, that Chriſt is the one, or only God? 
Anſiv. They do ſay it ſometimes of Chriit ſingly*, 
often of Chriſt wich the Father; as hath been ſhown 
under the laſt Article: Beſides that the making 
Chriſt the God of Ifrael, &c. is ſaying the ſame 
Thing; unlefs there be Two Gods of 1ſrael. 

3. You ask, Why do They expreſly condemn the ap- 
plying the Title of the one ſupreme God (God over all 
you mean) to Chriſt ? OY | 

Auſiv. They never do condemn the applying the 

Title of God over all to Chriſt, bur the applying it 
in a 2rong Senſe, and under a falſe Meaning f. as 
ſome Hereticks applied it. Your References I have 
anſwered above. ; 

4. You object, that all the Texts, I alledge, ſtyle 


the Son, Angel, b Or Meſſen er. Right 2 An ſo the 


Antients came to know that the Texts were not 


* See my Sermons pag. 141. 
+ See my Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, pag. 23, 24. | 
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neant of God the Father. The Son is an Angel, 
Ae not by Nature *, but by Officer and 9 
luntary Condeſcenſion. | 

' 5 You object, that the Antients thought it 46. 
ſurd and blaſphemoys to ſuppoſe that the ſupreme God 
ſhould appear, be ſtiled an Angel, &c. | 


Anw. Blaſphemous only for the ſupreme Father 


to appear; who could not ſubmit to an inferior 
Office (as they thought) without inverting the Order 
of the Perſons. See my Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, 
pag. 73. And I may obſerve, that the Poſ#-nicene 
Writers, who undoubtedly believed the eſſential Di- 
vinity of Chriſt, yet talked the ſame Way, upon 
That Head f. I may farther take notice to you, 
that the Catholicks in their Charge of Blaſphemy 
upon the Sabellians, did not go upon any ſuch Prin- 
ciple as you imagine, that the Difference of the 
Natures of Father and Son made it Blaſphemzy to aſcribe 
That to one, which might be innocently aſcribed to 
the other, but upon quite another Foundation 
namely, that They thought it Blaſphemy to aſcribe 
any thing to the Father, ſeemingly derogatory, or 


* Dictus eſt quidem Magni Conſilii Angelus, id eſt Nuntius; Officii, 

non zature vocabulo. Non ideo tamen ſic Angelus intelligendus 
ut Aliquis Gabriel, aut Michael. Nam & Filius a Domino Vineæ 
mittitur ad Cultores, ſicut & Famuli, de Fructibus petitum. Sed 
non propterea anus ex Famulis deputabitur Filius, quia Famulorum 
ſuccedit Officio. Tertull. de Cara. Chriſt. cap. 14. 
He is called, indeed, the Angel of the great Counſel; That is, 
The Meſſenger ; Which is a Name of Offce, not of Nature — He 
is not therefore to be thought an Angel, like any Gabriel, or Mi- 
&© chael. For, even the San is ſent to the Hus bandmen by the Lord 
« of the Vineyard, as the Servants are, to gat her the Fruits. But 
«« we muſt not therefore reckon the Son as one of the Servants, be- 
* cauſe of his ſucceeding to their Office.” | 

+ Pater non dicitur miſſus; non enim habet de quo fit, aut ex quo 
procedat Si voluiſſet Deus Pater per ſubjectam creaturam, vi- 
ſibiliter apparere, abſurdiſime tamen aut a Filio quem genuit, aut a 
Spiritu Santo qui de illo procedit, miſs diceretur. Auguſt. de 
Trin. J, 4. c. 28, 32. 55 . 

Vid. Prudentium,; pag. 165, 168. 
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leſſening to his Majeſiy, beyond what Scripture had 
warranted. And as to their aſcribing fome inferior 
Offices and Services to the Son, They did not juſtity 


it by alledging the inferiority of his Nature, or Per- 
| fon, but by ſhowing that Scripture had a'crib'd thofe 


Things to Him, and without blaſpheming. For the 
Truth of what I fay, I appeal to Tertullian in the 
Margin *; who was one of Thoſe that argued in 
the manner you mention: And his Anſwer to Praxeas, 
in relation to This very Charge of Blaſphemy, in a 
fmilar Caſe, plainly and evidently diſcovers what was 
meant by it; and how little there was of what you 
fuſpeR in it. For when Praxeas, replying to the Charge 
of Blaſphemy, had faid that there was no Bla phemy 
in ſuppoſing the Father to Suffer, on his _—_— 
any more than it was Blaſphemy to make the on 
ſuifer, on the other Hypethejzs, fince neither of 
them imagined the Divine Nature to ſuffer but the 
Human only; how does Tertullian anſwer? Not by 
telling Praxcas of the great Diſparity between 
Father and Son; not by inſiſting upon any incqua-+ 
; bur only by alledging thar S:ripiare Wal- 
ranted their aſcribing Sufferings to the Son, and 
2 not Warrant their afcribing any ſuch to the Fa- 
ner. 

6. You add, that the 4ſurdity of the Suppeſition 
(ir the manner the Antients expreſs it) evidently ariſes 


* Ergo, inquis, & nos eadem ratione Patrem mortuum dicentes, 
qua vos Filium, non Blaſphemamus in Dominum Deum: non enim 
ex divina, ſed ex humana ſubſtantia, martuum dicimus. To which 
Tertullian thus anſwers. 


Atquin blaſphematis, non tantura quia morsuum dicitis Patrem 
ſed & quia cruciſix um. Maledictione enim crucifixi quæ ex Lege in 
Filium competit (quia Chriſtus pra nobis maledicto ſactus eſt non 
pater) Chriſtum in Patrem convertentes, in Patrem blajphematis. Nos 
zutem dicentes Chriſtum crucifixum, non maledicimus illum, ſed ma- 
Adichum legis xgferimus; quia nec Apoſtolus hxc dicens blaſphemavit. 
Sicut autem, de quo quid capit dici, fine Blaſphemia dicitur; ita quod 
von capit, Bla phemis oſt, i dicauu. Textull. contr. Prax, C. 29. 
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always not from the Conſideration of | Paternity, bar »f 
the Father's Supremacy, his being the one ſupreme, ſclfs 

eri leut, independent God of the Univerſe, (pag. 128.) 

' "Aſws This being a ſecrer piece of Hiſtory which will 
want Proof, we may pals it over: You have told us what 
ou would have ſaid in ſucha Cale ; but the Autients, I thinks 
had not þ learned Chriſt. Let us now proceed to ſee what 
Thoſe good Men fay ; and how handſomely They can 
plead for the Divinity of their bleſſed Lord, 


A. D. 195. JusTIN Marv. 
My Argument, from Juſtin, ſtands thus. (See my 


| Defenſe, pag. 29.) The  Fehovah mentioned Gen. 


xViii. 1, 13. and Gen. xix. 24 27. The God 


(% ©455) Speaking, Gen. xxi. 12. The Lord God of 
Abraham, and God of Iſaac ſpoken of, Gen. xxviii. 13s 


The God of Bethel (Gen. xxxi 13.) God (0 ©x95) 


| abſolutely ſo called, Gen. xxxv. 1. God calling out 


of the Buſh, and ſaying I am the God of Abraham, 
&c. Exod. iii. 4, 6. and I AM That I AM, The Lord 
God, & c. Exod. iii. 14, 15. God Almighty mentioned, 
Exod. vi. 3. Lord of Hoſts, Plal. xxiv. 8, 10. The 
Fehovah ſroken of, Pſal. xlvii. 5. The God men- 
tioned, Pſal. Ixxxii. 2. and xcix. 1. is the one true 
God, the one eternal God of the Univerſe, ſupreme. 
But, according to Juſtin Martyr, our Bleſſed Lord is 
what hath been faid, and all that hath been ſaid; 
in His n Perſon. T herefore, &c. 

Now let us conſider what you can have to except 
zgainſt this plain and evident Demonſtration. I have 


indeed already anſwer'd, or obviated all you have to 


1 
5 


ay, in another Place *. And therefore ſhall be ſo much 
the ſhorter now. 


You plead, that according to Juſtin, it were pre- 


* ſumption to ſay, that the Maler and Father of the 


Wiver/e left the Super- celeſtial Atanſiers, and ap* 


* Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, pag. 55, &e. 


proved 
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peared here in a little part of the Earth. Right; be- 


cauſe the Father, upon their Principles, was never 
to be ſent, or to act a miniſterial part, any more than 
He was to be incarnate; ſo that the Appearing, even 
by visible Symbols, (which was the only kind of ap- 
pearing They aſcribed to God the Son) was not 
thought ſuitable to the Firſt Perſon of the Trinity; 
who, as He is from none, could not without invert— 
ing the Order of Perſons, be ſent by Any. It was 
therefore proper, in That Oeconomy, to aſſign Hea- 
ven as the Seat of Reſidence to the Father, tho' fil- 
ling all Things, and the Earth to the Son, tho' at 
= ſame time filling all Things as well as the Fa- 
ther *. | by 

T muſt farther remind the Reader, that you have 
not a Syllable here to plead beyond what Bithop Bull 
had fully and compleatly anſwered long ago t. And 
therefore the fair way would have been, not to 
bring up again thoſe obſolete, and now ſtale Things, 
fit only to be offered to very ignorant Readers, but 
to have ſet your ſelf to anſwer what the Biſhop has 


faid; which might have been an Employment worthy | 


of a Scholar. 
You pretend it to be undeniably certain, from 


FJuſtin, that the Divine Perſon appearing was not the 


reme God, &c. whereas it is undeniably certain, 


that He was the ſupreme God, only not the ſupreme 
Father; Another Perſon from Him, not Another God; 


but the ſame God. Sce above. 
You bid me take Notice, (pag. 134.) that the Be- 
ginning and Concluſion of every Argument is to ſhow 


that Chriſt is not Co 71 Tartar ©tos, d xver© Tar 
S, © TOMTY15 f N] but always ſabordinately Oels 
24] xe, pb - Oebs, Ae e x Oe, 
X21 Otog xa; xvea@v. You may fancy there is ſomething 


» See Tertullian above, p. 99. 
+ Bull D. F. Sect. 4. c. 3. p. 267, &e; 
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of Weight in what you ſay: But all that know any 
thing of Fuſtin, know there is nothing in it. Juſtin 
uſes the ſeveral Phraſes you have mentioned, to de- 
note the Perſon of the Father; and They amount 


to no more than if He had ſaid 0 aTyp; only there 
was a Cauſe, a very juſt one, as I have elſewhere * 
intimated, why he choſe the other generally, rather 
than that of d TaTyp. 

There was therefore good Reaſon for Juſtin's form- 
ing his Concluſion in the Terms He did: And it had 
been ridiculous to do otherwiſe. Yet, you will find 
that the Titles given to God the Son in Thoſe Texts 
which Tuſtin cites, are as high and ſtrong as the 
higheſt you have mentioned, and are indecd the very 
ſame, many of them, by which Scripture ſets forth 
the ſupreme Majeſty, Dignity, and Perfections of 
God the Father. 

What you ſay of the Title of xb Jr aun, 
Lord of Hoſts, applied to Chriſt in Pſal. xxiv. by 
Join, is rightly obſerved. And thercfore I have 

inted above, that the Title is underſtood by Juſtin, 

as a Name of Office; not of Nature, as in the He- 
brew Original: And ſo we cannot draw fo cogent an 
Argument from that Title, conſidered by Juin, as 
we may from the ſame Title as it ſignifics in the 
Hebrew, This I allow, and alſo that every Ofce 
is juſtly referred to the Father, as being firit in 
order, and therefore firſt conſidered in every Orcconomy 
and Diſpenſation. 

You farther argue, that Chriſt was made cr N,, 
paſſible, by the Will of Cod, for our ſakes. Very true, 
becauſe He was made Man for our fakes: not that 
his Divine Nature was palſſible, any more than the 
Father's. Such is Juſtin's own Account of it, paſ/ible 
as Man t. None of the Fathers ever thought Him 

* Anſwer to Dr. Whitby, pag. 51. 

7 Expxonrom Fas, 2 4 R- eds, Anueg, 2 7431786 vie 


22%. Juſt, Dial. p. 255. Sylburg. 
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paſſible any otherwiſe. But 1 am aſhamed to remind 
a Scholar of thoſe kyown Things. 
You come next to miſre ort Bp. Bull. You ſay, 
(pag. 13 5.) that 70 all the Places in Juſtin's unquejico- 
nably genuine Writings, which thus declare the W wid 
to be the Miniſter of God's Will, the learned Biſhop 
Bull oppoſes one ſingle Paſſage out of an U piſtle 10 
Diognetus judged 10 be ſpurious, Who would not 
from bence imagine that the whole Cauſe, in a man- 
ner, depended on a fivgle Paſſage, of a ſpurious 
Epiſtle % But this is a moſt unjuſt Repreſentation. 
Let that Paſſage, or that Epiſtle be ſpurious, tho 
if it be not Jul in's, yet it is certainly very antient, 
and about the ſame Age with Juſtin; and you your 
ſelf have quoted it, without Scruple, as Vuſtin's own, 
(p. 27.) The Cauſe ſtands very ſafe without it: And 
Bp. Bull has deſcended Juſtin admirably, and unan- 
ſwerably from his Gther certainly genuine Pieces X. | 
All rhe ſervice that Paſſage docs, is only to ſhow, | 
that Juſtin once cxpreſlly dcnies the Son to be | 


uTrezTrs. And las He not done the ſame Thing | 
twenty Times over, and more, by making Him the | 
Jehovah , and God of Z ral, God Almiginy, &c ? 
But ſtill he allows Him to be UTYCET TS, as He docs 
AVN O, a Miniler, and Angel by Office, which 
has nothing abſurd or improper in it; ſince He con- 

deſcended much lower, even to become Man. 
You next give us a long Paſſage of Biſhop Br!!, 
which thows the great zenziry of that excellent : 
| 


Prelate. You produce the Osjection which the Bi— 
ſhop trankly propoſed, at length; but you mangle 
and miſrepreſent his Solution of it. You fay, Jie 
thinks, They meant no more than, &c. Thinks? He 
has demonſtrated that They meant no more. Biſhop | & * 


Bull's own laſt Account of this Matter, in anſwer to 
Gilbert Clierie, is as follows. 1 


* See Bull D. F. p. 26g. 


* The 
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« The Sum of my Anſwer is This. Thoſe Do- 


cc ors of the Church who wrote before the Kite 
« of Arins's Hereſy , as oft as They reaſon Thus: 
« It was not God the Father but the Son that ap- 
« peared under the Old Teitament, and became in- 
« garnate in the Fulneſs of Time; the Father is in 
ce finite, and cannot be included in a Place, is invi- 
ce ſible and cannot be ſees by Any; They did not 
cc intend to deny the Son of God to be immenſe, and 
« inviſible as well as the Father, but only ſignified 
tc barely that both all thoſe A prarences of God, 
ce and even the Incarnation itſelf had relation to the 
* Oeconomy which the Son of God had taken upon 
«© Him; which Oeconomy could no way fuit with 
« the Father becauſe of his having no Principle 
« from whence He 1s, nor deriving his Authority 
« from any belides Himſelf. That This was the 
ee certain Intent and O -inion of Thoſe Antients, I 
ce have made appcar upon thele two Accounts. 1, 
ce Becauſe, upon other Occaſions, They in many Pla- 
ce ces all confeſs God the Son to be, as well as the 
Father, in his own Nature, immeaſe, omaipreſent 
and iuviſible. 2. And agun, becauſe ſome ot them 
« ao Themiclves expreſſiy interpret thele their Say— 
&« ings, of the Occonomy, What therefore has Mr. 
« Clerke to ſay to This *?“ 

The ſhort of the Matter then is, that it did not 
ſuit with the Father to act a miniſterial part, or to be 
ſubject to Any, (as Bp. Bull expreſſes Ir eciewhere , 
meaning the fame Thing) becauſe He is from none, 
and therefore ſent from none; leſt it thould be invert- 
ing the Order of the Perſons. 

To This you object, (pag. 139.) The impoſſivility 
of the Father's being a viſible Meſſenger is not founded 
upon his Paternity, but upon his abſolme Supremacy. upon 


his being ſubjet to none, which is in eparable from bis 
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eing the unoriginate Author. But why do you change 
the Terms? Who ever ſaid that it was abſolutely, or 
phyſically impoſſible for the Father to act as the Son 
did? All that is ſai d is, that He could not do it ſuit- 
ably, as not being conſiſtent with That Priority of 
Order which as Father He is poſſeſſed of. And it is 
ridiculous of you to found his being ſubject to none, 
upon his being ſubject to none, Which is Idem per Idem. 
But his being ſubject to none, that is, his never acting 
a miniſterial part, is Founded upon This, that He 15 
Father, firſt Perſon, Head, from whom every Thing 
deſcends; which Order would be inverted, 1t the Son 
were to be at the Head, and the Father miniſter to 
Him. Such Miniſtration therefore is a Contradiction 
to his Paternity, but to nothing elſe. 

You add, Nor do the primitive Writers ever lay the 


Streſs of this Argument uon the Relation of Paternity , | 


but upon the Supremacy, That is to ſay, They do nat 
lay it upon the Parernity, but upon the Paternity : 
For laying it upon the Supremacy of Order, which 
He is poſſeſs'd of as Father, and no otherwiſe, is lay- 
ing it, I think, upon the Paternity. And when you 
add (pag. 140.) that the Fathers, in aſcribing Om- 
nipreſexice to the Son, did not intend thereby ro infer 
any equality of ſupreme independent Authority; you 
only thow how much you are at a loſs to make an 
thing like an Anſwer to Bp. Bull's Solution of the 
main Difficulty. For ſo long as the Son's Ommipre- 
fence is e 

That Argument) the reſt is all taken off at once, by 
allowing a Supremacy of Order, or if you will, a 
Paternal Authority; which comes to the fame, and is 


no way inconſiſtent with the Son's equality, either of | 


Nature, or Dominion, 

Your Quotation out of Clemens, in Theſe Words; 
(This is the greatejt excellency of the Son, that He or- 
ders all Things according to the Will of the Father) is con- 
trived, as your Cuſtom is, in a way very proper for 


the Deception of a thoughtleſs, or ignorant Reader. 
Who 


(which ſeemed moſt to be affected by 
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Who would not imagine from the Words, as you 
cite them, that the highe/# Honour of the Son is only 
to be obedient, and to ſerve? The Reader will be ſur- 
prized to find how very different the Thought is, 
from what Clemens is there upon. His Words run 
thus: 

« The moſt Perfect, moſt Holy, moſt Loraly, moſt 
c Princely, moſt Kingly, and moſt Beneficent, is the 
Nature of the Son, which is moſt intimately allied 
eto the alone Almighty. This is That greateſt Ex- 
ce cellency which orders all Things according to the 
&« Will of the Father, and ſteers the Univerſe in the 
ce beſt manner, and worketh all Things by his inde- 
« fatigable, unexhauſted Power, Cc. * 

Does not the Reader ſec, by this Time, what a 
Cheat you would have put upon him, under the 
Name of Clemens? I mention not, that the Grech 
will not bear your Conſtruction: or if it would, the 
whole Context ſerves to diſcover your Fraud in at, 
But perhaps you d:d not look into the Author. 


A. D. 181. THEOPHILUS: 


Theophilus, in his little Piece, afforded me but one 
Text, (Gen. iii, 8, 9.) Where God the Son is, (ac- 
cording to Him) twice ſtiled The Lord God; that is, as 
J underſtand it, the one true God, the Creator of 


Man, (zvea@> 0 dess) Cod abſolutely ſo called, the 


Jehovah. | 

You cite, (pag. 142.) a Paſſage of Theophilus, which 
you ſay (according to your uſual Style) is direttly con- 
trary to what I refer to Him for. I humbly conceive 


not. But let us ſee: Theophilns argues after the ſame 


way with other Antients; that the Lord God there 


* TrHAtwrAT1 M. r d ενντν. 2 XUSWT ET H, 2 YE õ⅛Au ru, x 
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ſpoken of could not be the Father ; who never ap- 
ears becauſe never ſent, and is never ſent becauſe He 
= no Father to ſend tim: Which is the ſum of 
what all the Antients thought in That matter. The 
Father was not to be in a Place, even by vij.ble 
Symbols; which yet the Son might be, becaule a Soy, 
You oblerve, that Theophilus fpeaks of the Father, 
not under the Character of Father of Chriſt, but as 
being » J's Y w27'p TW) Aw, the God and Fathe: 
of all Things. Right; becauſe he was talking to a 
Pagen; to whom therefore He adapted his Style, 
calung the Faiher by fuch a Name as Pagaus gave to 
their Supreme Father of Gods and Aden. So Ju in 
A. arir, in his Apology, written to the Pazans, gives 
the Father That Tie; but in his Dialogue he gene- 
rally gives Him Another, more proper to the Fes, 
becaufe He hid then to deal with Jews: And it 
would not have been proper to give Him the Name 
of Father, in the Chriſtian Senſe, while diſputing 
againſt Thoſe, who would not yer own Him a Fa 
ther in That Senſe; for it would have been begging 
the Queiton*. You have therefore drawn ſtiange 
Conſequences from an Imvgination of your own, 
which never entred into the Head of Theophilus. 
Bur you obſerve farther, that the Son (according 
ro Theophilus) aſſumed the Perſon ( not of the Fail: 
arerely ) but of vr Sis) God abſo/utely. That is agam 
not of the Faber,, but of the Farber : for it is th. 
Father he means, the Perſon of the Father, by 7% 
Jed, the ſame whom he had juſt beſore called the 
Father and God of the Univerſe, in compliance with 
the Pagan Style. And what cuts off all your Criti— 
ciſms at once, Theophilus obſerves there, that the Son 
being God ſ as God's Son, appeared to Adam As 
much as to ſay, that if the Son had not been Ged, IIc 


* Ses my Anfwer to Dr. Whitby, pag 51. 
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could not pretend to aſſert, that He was the Perſon 
ſtiled in Geneſis, Xve495 © Nees, The Lord God. Bur 
being really God, as God's Son, there was nothin 
in That Title, but what very well ſuited his Perſon} 
And fo it was right to interpret Gen. iii. 8. of Him. 
This is evidently the Train and Courſe of Theophilus's 
Thoughts in that Place; gradually to introduce Au- 
rolychus to admit God's Son; and therewith the Chriſti- 
an Religion. This may farther ſhow, that when 
Theophilus ſpeaks of the Logos's aſſuming the Perſon of 
God, He mcans This, and only This; that He act- 
ed in the Character and Capacity of the eternal God: 
which he might very well do, being Himſelf very 
God, as well as that other Perſon, his Father, called 
God and Father of the Univerſe: And it was under 


this very Character, He appcar'd to Adam, as his uv 
Creator, that is, as God and Father of all Things; 1 
which is not a ſtronger Expreſſion than xv24@» 0 5e9s, | | | 


the Lord God applied to Him by Theophilus, I ſhall 
only add, that Theophilus certainly never intended to 
aſſert Two Lora Gods, as your Hy potheſis requires, but 
one only, The Father with the Logos: And ſo all con- 
cludes in one God ſupreme*; ogrecably to my Principles. 


A. D. 187. IRENE UsS. 


My Argument from Lrenens runs thus. Jehoval 
that rain'd upon Sodom (Gen. xix. 24.) God calling at 
the Buth, and ſaying I am the God of Abraham, | 
&c. ( Exod. iii. 4. 6.) The mah) God ſpoken of, N 
P/. 1. The God known in Judah, (Pf. IXxvi. 1.) 


* Theophilus ſpeaking of Woman being made from the Rib of 
the Man, repreſents it as an Emblem of the divine Unity, in the/? 
Words. 
O We . A — 4:4 TETE get To UGH 2.09 T5 tu ovce Ns, 7 26 
x& 7% Tov S- awe - drein 6 $405 M Jar «urs, & 10 4 
Gs ode eig cigvα i 4», Theophil. p. 145. 
* To ſiguity the Myſtery of the Unizy (or Monarchy) of God. 
He made tor Him a Wite, (laying) aud They Two ſhall be one Fl.. 


\ (0 
6 tos | 


. 5 — wr 


. 


— 
* - 


o 
- = - 


* * _ — = 
2 — —ä * as * 
K Ex”TTTT 8 —— 


= 
1 
* 


144 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. II. 
0 Jess abſolutely; God (o 90s) ſtanding in the Con- 
gregation (F/. Ixxxii. 1.) The Fehovah reigning. 
Pſ. xcix. 1. the God and Fehovah mention'd : I/ x11. 
2. XXXV. 4. Joel. lll. 16. Ames i. 2. God, 
who has none like Him. Mich. vii. 18. God (9 Secs) 
that came from Teman, Hab. iii. 3. He that is all 
This, is the one God ſupreme: Bur ſuch is Chriſt, ac- 
cording to [reneus. Therefore, &c. 

You have little here bur Repetition of the ſame 
Thread-bare Things: That Chriſt was not the one 
ſupreme God, that 1s, not the one ſupreme Father, which 
you conſtantly confound with the other; that He 
miniſired, which I do not diſpute, for He died too; 
That He fulfilled the Father's Commands, which [ 
never queſtion'd; that the Son is ever called by re- 
neus I he one God, which I much queſtion, and have 
proved to be falſe tho* the Point 1s not material ; 


That the Son receiv'd Power to judge, that is, from 


whom He receiv'd his Eſſence. What Force is there 


dum Dei aſcendere & delcendere, p. 241. 


in Theſe Trite Things? You add (p. 141.) that Exod. 
iii. 4. 8. is applied by Trenæus to the Father only. 
I know not where; but I am ſure that He applies 
Verſe the 8 to the Son Thrice *x. And if He has 
any where applied it to the Father alſo, the Reaſon 
may be, that ſince Both are the ſame Col, the Ap- 
plication may be proper to cither; which may be 
likewiſe anſwer ſufficient to what you obſerve of 
Ex. iii 14, 15. As to what vou have farther, p. 
142. I refer to what hath been ſaid under a former 
Article, to prove that Father and Son are, (according 
ro Irenæus) Both together one God. 


* LoquenteFilio ad Moy/em,Deſcendi. inquit, eripere Populum uns. 


. Ipſcenim eſt quideſcendir, &. Iren. p. 180, 


Neſcientes eum qui Figura loquutus eſt humana ad Abraham, 


K iterum ad Moyſe n, dicentem Videus vidi Vexationem, &c. Hæc enim 


Filius, qui eſt Verbum Dei, ab initio Fræſtruebat, p. 236. 
Ipſe eſt qui dicit Moyjt, Lidens vidi, ec, ab initio aſſuetus Ver- 


A. D. 
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A. D. 192. CLEMENS AL EXAN DRIN Us. 


My Argument from Clemens is to This Effect. 

He who is Jehovah, Almighty God (Gen. xvii. 1, 
1.) Lord God of Abraham (Gen. xxviii. 13.) God of 
Bethel, © Fees (Gen. xxxi. 13.) and Lord God (Exod. 
Xx. 2.) is the one God ſupreme. But ſuch is Chriſt 
according to Clemens. Therefore, c. 

Here you tell me (p. 144.) of the Pedagogue be- 
ing a Juvenile Piece (which is more than you know®) 
or if it be, it is of never the leſs Authority, if not 
contradicted by his riper Thoughts, as it is not. 
You refer to what you had ſaid above; and I refer 
to what I have ſaid in Anſwer above. But you far- 
ther take me to Task, for what I had ſaid in my De- 
fenſe, p. 34. that Chriſt ſpoke the Words, I am the 
Lord thy God, Exod. xx. 2. in his own Perſon, ac- 
cording to Clemens f. This Obſervation, which, it 
ſeems tenderly affects you, you call abſurd, and per- 
fettly ridiculous. It is caly to give hard Names; ler 
us 3 your Arguments. All you have to plead is 
This, that Chriſt is there obſerved ro ſpeak in his own 
Perſon, not in Oppoſition to his being the Repreſen- 
tative of the Perſon of the Father, bus in Oppoſitiot 
% his Being elſewhere ſpoken of in the Third Perſon. 
Now, I grant it was not intended in Oppoſition to an 
Opinion which no Body at That Time was wild 
enough to hold: But while He is aiming at another 
Thing, He might accidentally drop a Scutence, which 
quite overthrows That Opinion; which is the Truth 
of the Cafe. For what can be plainer than the Words, 
dia. idis god in his own Perſon, and karte 
eonoye He profeſſes Himſelf to be Today, the 
Leader forth, becauſe of his Saying, I am the Lord 
#hy God, who led forth Thee out of the Land of Agy pt? 

* See Grabc's Inſtances of Defects, p. 10. 

+ aA In d . 34 me 3 £2uT9v Gνονe²eʒVvyei us 
99 2360 xp» 8 gls gs, 6 ic qc 5 Ts iy vis Aer v. 
Cem, p. 131, | 

* 1 tran- 


comr Frax. c. 17. Sce my Defenſe, p. 42, &c. 
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I tranſlate, Leader forth, to make the Engliſh- anſwer, 


as the Greel TAIL YON and Ea! do. Is there 
any Senſe in what Clemens ſays, if the Perſon there 
ſpcaking was the Perſon of the Father, or any other 
Perſon but the Soy? But you was to ſay ſomething 
to amuſe, and was to fill up the reſt with hard Words, 
The Oppoſition you have took Notice of, does not at 
all alter the Caſe. For whether the Scripture ſpeaks 


of the Son in the Third, or He of Himſelf in the firſt | 


Perſon, it is ſtill the Perſon of Chriſt. 
A. D. 206. TERTULLIAN, 


My Argument from Jertullian ſtands thus. 
Ti's Lord God mention'd Gen. iii. 8, 9. Jehova 


appearing to Abraham: Gen. xviii. 1. 13. and xix. 
24. The God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, Exod. 
iii. 4, 6. The I AM, Ex. iii. 14. The God ſpoken | 


of, J. Xxxxv. 4. The God, beſides whom there is uo 


God (If. xIv. 14. 15.) He is the one true God ſu- 


preme. But This is Chrift, according to Tertullian: 
Therefore, c. 


You have here /p. 145.) Two or Three little Ca- 


vils, Winch I have aniwer'd above. You next tell 
me, that Tertullian always declares Chriſt to have ap- 
pear d not in his own Name, but in the Name of the 
one ſupreme God. But where does Tertullian ſay, that 


He appear'd nor, or converſed nor in his own Name? | 
He ſays indeed in the Father's Name, but in his own © 


Name too, the Name and Nature of either being 
common to Buth*. He took no Name but what He 
had a Right to: Nor ſaid any thing of Himſelf, but 
what was true of ſimſelf. And thercfore He never 
ſaid J am the Father, tho' He often ſaid TI am God, 
or Lord, or Almighty: Which deſerves your ſpecial 
Notice. I allow that He ated in the Father's Name, 


* Omnia, inquit Patris mea ſunt: cur non & Nomina? Tertull. 


coming 


—— 


I 


coming with all the Authority of the Godhead, com- 


mon to Both, unoriginately in the Father, derivative- 


ly in the Son, This is coming in the Father's Name, 
and with his Authority, to exhibite in, and through 
Himſelf, all the Aajeſty and Dignity, and Verfections 
of the Godhead: Being Himſelt a full, perfect, and 
adequate Tranſcript or Image of all that the Father is. 

You would have it thought that the Father was 
abſolutely inviſible (according to Tertullian) on Ac- 
count of his ſupreme Majeſiy, but the Son viſible, as 4 
comprehenſible Part; And yet you very well know, 
that Tertullian did not allow even the Son to be vi- 
ble in his divine Nature *, but only by viſible Sym- 
hols voluntarily choſcn. And all the peculiar Majeſty 
of the Father lay only in This, that He was not to 
be viſible in any Way at all; becauſe He was not to 
miniſter, or to be incarnate. But will you perſiſt in 
offering the moſt palpable Abuſes upon your Rea- 
ders? 


A. D. 240. HiPPOLYTUS. 


Flippolytus T had cited for one Text only, his ap- 
lying the Words, That ſtretcheth out the Ileavens 
b a Curtain (Iſ. xl. 22.) to Chriit. Whoever looks 
into Thar Chapter, will ſee that the Perſon, of whom 
thoſe Words were ſpoken, is deſcribed all the Way 


in Characters peculiar to the one true God. That Per- 


ſon therefore being Chriſt, according to Hippolytus, 
the Conſequence is evident, You have little to ſay 


* Dicimus enim & Filium ſup nominecatenus invi/bilem, qua Sermo, 
& Spiritus Dei: ex Subſtantiz conditione, Jain unc, & qua Deus, & 
Sermo, & Spiritus. Vſibilem autem fuiſſe ante Carnem eo modo 

uo dicit, &. Tertull contr. Prax. c. 14. 

For we fay, that the Son alſo, in his own Perſon, was invi- 

* ſible, ſo far as He was The Word, and Spirit o God: And He is fo 

* alſo now, as God, and the Mord, and Spire: The Condition (or 

Quality) of his Subſtance requiring ir. But He was v;ible before 

his Incarnation, in ſuch a Way, as He ſays, c. is 

Vid. Bull. . F. p. 88. Nourrii App. vol. 2. p. 1310, 
N 7 V 2 
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in Anſwer, but what has been abundantly replied to, 

or obviated before. So I paſs on.] 6 
A. D. 237.244. ORIG Ex. 


I cited Origen, but for Two Texts, Exod. iii. 4, 
6. Pſalm. xxiv. 8, 10. According to Him therefore 
Chriſt is God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Facob; Feho- 
vah, and King of Glory. Tow ſee not, it ſeems, how 
This proves, that Origen thought Chriſt to be the one 
Jupreme God. It either proves That, or elſe that O- 
rigen thought there were two Gods of Abraham, Te 
Lerds of Hoſts: Which yer Origen, as we have be- 
fore ſeen, abſolutely denies. So much for Origen. 

A. D. 256. CYPRIAN. | 

My Argument from Cyprian runs thus. | 

He that is God of Bethel, Gen. xxxv. 1. The Lord 
ſtrong and mighty, Lord of Hoſts. Pſal. $xiv. 8. 10. 
He 2 ſaid, I am God (Pſal. xlvi. 10.) and who is 
called mighty God and our God, Pſal. I. 1, 3. The 
God ariſing, P/. Ixvii, 1. God ſtanding in the Con- 
gregation, H.. IXXXII. I. The God beſide whom there 
is none elſe, If. xlv. 14, 15. He that ſaid, IJ am God, 
not Allan: Ho. xi. 9. The Jehovah ſpoken of, Zech. 
x. 12. The God iz Compariſon» of whom, none other 
ſhall be accounted of. Baruch iii. 35. He that is all 
This, is the one true God ſupreme, But ſuch is Chriſt, 
according to Cyprian. Therefore, &c. 

InAnſwer hereto you tell me (p.146.) that Cyprian has 
wot one Word to my Purpoſe. But let the Reader judge 
as He finds, el not give too haſty Credit to your 
blunt Sayings. You tell me of Cyprian's ſtiling the 
Father The one God, who is Lord of all, of unequalled 
Majeſty and Power : But you have not ſhown, that 
This was ſaid in Oppoſition: to, or excluſtve of, God 
the Son. Nay, it is certain, it was not, becauſe G- 
prian, in his Abolicgdlon of the Texts above cited to 
Chriſt, has really ſaid as high, and as great Things 
of Him. What can run higher, than that of _ 
. rr . e ee e ee eee ＋ 
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Qu. II. 
This is our God, aud there [hall none other be accounted 
of, in Compariſon of Him. You. have nothing far- 
ther to ſay, but that Chriſt, (i. e. during his Humi- 
liation here on Earth) called the Father his Lord and 
God, by Him prayed to be glorified, and the like. 
Sure, you do not expect an Anſwer, as often as you 
bring up Thoſe poor Things. 


A. D. 270. ANTIO CHIAN Fathers. 
The Texts which Theſe Fathers apply to Chriſt, 


are Gen. XViii. I. 13. Gen. xxxi. 13. Exod. iii. 4. 
6. Ia. xxxv. 4. — lv. 14, 15. Hoſe xi. 9. 

The Argument from Them will be much the ſame 
as That of others before recited. You plead, that 
Theſe Biſhops are ſo far from declaring the Son to be 
the one ſupreme God, that They expreſly, on the contrary, 
fay, that He fulfilled the Will of the Father in the 
Creation of All Things. Wonderful! Sz far from de- 
claring it, that they ſay nothing but what is very con- 
fiftent with it, or what ſerves to confirm it. For, 
what is there contrary, in his fulfilling the Will of the 


Father in the Creation? Or what Creature could ever 


be able to execute ſo high a Charge f? But here 
again, you diſcover what it is you rely on; not Scrip- 
ture, or Fathers, but two or three Faxcies of your 
own, among which This is one: That the Doctrine 
of the Unity, as held by the Church, is not conſiſt- 


ent with "a: Diſtinction of P erſons o Order 5 and Offi- | 


ces, Might you not therefore better plainly own tq 
the World, -that there lies all the N. rathef 
than amuſe them with Scripture and Fathers, only td 
draw ſuch Premiſes as are readily granted; at leaſt 
by me, who diſpute only your Concluſion ? You re- 
peat ſome Things about the Abſurdity of the Fa- 
ther's appearing , the Son's being an Angel, and the 


* Labbe Tom. 1. p. 845. 
T Fee my Sermons, P. 7 3. Ge. 
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like; which have been before anſwered ; and need 
not any farther Notice. 


A. D. 257. NOVATIA Ne 


This Author, according to Order of Time, ſhould 
ve come in before: But I was willing to poſtpone 
Him, as you had done; becauſe I take Him to be 
ſomewhat particular, and therefore of diſtinct Conſi- 
deration; as before hinted. 
My Argument, from this Writer, will ſtand thus. 
The Jehovah appearing to Avraham (Gen. xvili.) 
and raimug upon Sodom (Gen. xix.) The God ſpeak- 
ing to Abraham (Gen. xxi.) The God of Bethel (Gen, 
Axxi.) The God ſtanding in the Congregation (P, 
 Ixxx11.) The God mention'd, I/. xxxv. 4. The Jehovaß 
from Sion ( Joel. iii. Am. i.) He is the one true God, But 
luch is Chriſt, according to Novatian: Therefore, &c. 
1 have intimated my Doubts of Nowatian be- 
fore, as to his Way of folving the Unity: In which 
He appears to be various, and not very conſiſtent 
with his own Principles; tho' Orthodox in the 
main, as to the Son's eſſential Divinity. The Savel- 
lian Abuſe of the Phraſe one Ged, I ſuppoſe, might 
make Him the more ſcrupulous. I have ſometimes 
wonder'd at it, conſidering the kxown Principles of 
| Thar Age, appearing in the Authors above men- 
* tion'd. But he was none of the moſt judicious, nor 
/ without his Singularitiet; as is plain from the Schiſm 
begun by Him. I ſhall now ſee what you have to 
fay to this Writer. You bring up (p. 148.) the old 
Pretence of God the Father being immenſe, and con- 
lain d in wo Place, whereas the Son might be con- 
tain d, cc, A general Anſwer has been already given 
to this out of Biſhop Bull; which Anſwer is fo full 
and certain, that you know not how to gain-ſay it. 
The Meaning of the Fathers was no more than T'his, 
That God the Father never appear'd in a Place, no, 
not by wiſeble Symbols, which yer the Son did: And 
it was by ſuch viſible Symbuls only, that the Son 
17 av | | Val 
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; 7 was contain'd in a Place, and not in his divine N- 
ture. Novatian Himſelf is a Proof of this Matter; 


for, He expreſly aſſerts the Ommipreſence, or Immenſiiy 
of God the Son“. Your other Objection is, that 
Novatian ſpeaks of the Son as being frbaitns, ſub ect 
to the Father; which is meant only of the Son's mi- 
niſtring to the Father by voluntary Condeſcenſion, 
We to the Oeconomy entred into from the Crea- 
tion: So that This is far from proving the Subjecti- 
ow which you are aiming at, viz. a natural, and ne- 
ceſſary Subjection of a precarious Being to his God and 


Creator. Novatian® would have abhorr'd the Thought. 


He reſerves to the Father ſolely, and excluſively. the 
Title of the one God, on Account of his Supremacy of 


Order, and Office (which I think a falſe Way of ſpeak- 
ing) at the fame time allowing the Son to be of the 


' ſame Nature, and Subſtance ; which is plainly making 
the Son God frame, and God in the ſrict Senſe, ac- 
. - cording to ju 


Propriety of Speech. In Words then, 
He may ſeem in ſome Meaſure to agree with S ak 
But in Reality, He agrees more with me; differ 

only loquendi modo, or citra Myſterii Subſtantiam, from 
the Catholic Doctrine, as Petadius Himſelf conſeſſes of 


| Him. Pref. in * 2. Go 5. 


A. D. 318. LACTANTIUS. 


There are only Three Texts cited from this Au- 
thor: Ja. xliv. 6. 1a. xlv. 14, 15. Baruch. ili. 35. 
But They are wonderful ſtrong, and expreſſive, I am 


the ſirſt and I am the laſt, and beſides me there is no 


God : This He underſtands of the Father and Son to- 
gether. Surely God is in Thee, and there is not another 


God beſides Thee ( ſo He expreſſes it in his Epitome ) 


* Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo adeſt ubique invo- 


catus; cum Hxc Hominis Natura non lit, {ed Dei, ut adeſſe omni loco 


poſſit? Novat. c. 14. 


If Chriſt be only a Man, How comes He to be preſent as in- 


“ voked every where; when it is not the Nature of Man, but of 


* God, to be preſent ro all Places? 


>-4 This 
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"muſt think the omnia to be contained inthe Fa 
the Son is: "Elſe how ſhould He prove the Son one God with the Father, 


Senſe as Tertullian-ſpeaks : 
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This He underftands of Chriſt, And the other Text, 
out of Baruch, is as full and \ſtrong*. One Thing is 
evident, that Lactantius never dream'd of that ſtriq 
Force of -exclyſrue Terms, which you are uſed to in. 
{fiſt upon. For, if He had, He muſt have excluded 
the Father Himſelf from being God, in Virtue of 
The Text of Baruch. 

You have nothing of Moment to ſay to Laltan. 
tius's Citations; which are directly oppoſite to your 
Principles: But with your uſual Air, when you ar 
entirely at a Loſs, you would ſeem to contemn, what 
vou cannot anſwer. All you can pretend is, that La. 
tantius ſtiles the Father Deus ſummust, God ſupreme. 


* Unum eſſe Deum tam Patrem quam Filium, Eſaias in illo ex 
emplo quod ſuperius poſuimus, oſtendit cum diceret : Adorabunt Ii, 
Je deprecabuntur, quoniam in Te Deus eſt, & non eſt alius preter Te, 
Lact. Inſt. I. 4. c. 29. Epitom. c. 44. 

Sed & alio loco timiliter ait. Sic dicit Deus Rex Iſrael, & git e. 


ruit eum Deus æternus: Ego primus ( ego noviſſimus & præter e non 
eſt Deus. Cum duas per ſonas propoſuiſſet Dei Regis, id eſt Chriſt, 


-& Dei Patris ad utramque per ſonam referens, intulit, & 
. preter me non eſt Deus, cum — dicere prater nos: Sed Fas non 
erat plurali numero Separat ionem tantæ neceſſitudinis fieri. J. 4. 
. 29. 

Item Feremias. Hic Deus noſter eſt & non de utabitur alius abſqut 
illo, &. Lactant. Epit. c 44. p. 116. 

+ Unus eſt enim ſolus liber Deus, ſummus, carens Origine; quiz 
ipſe eſt Origo rerum, & in eo fimul & Filius & omnia continentur. 


' *Quapropter- cum Mens & Voluntas alterius in altero ſit; vel po- 
tius in utroque na, merito uns Deus uterque appellatur: quia quic- 
quid eſt in Patre ad Filium transfluit, & quicquid eſt in Filio a Pa. 


tre deſcendit. | | | 
The Words, & omnia, here ſeem to come in 22 Lactantiui 
ther much otherwiſe than 


without proving the. ſame of every Thing elſe, as well as of Him, by tht 


' ſame Argument? Qu. Whether Rerum and Omnia, may not be un- 


derſtood of Things divine? All that is divine or adorable, in ſuch « 


Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per Subſtantiæ ſcilicet unita- 


tem. 


Here, omnia ſtands only for the divine Perſons, Arnobiusſays, In Hoc 


omne quod Colendum eſt Colimus. 


And 
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And yer it is certain, that He ſuppoſes the Son to have 
the ſame Nature and Subſtance with the Father, and 
to be one God with Him; which is what I call mak- 
ing the Son God ſupreme : and the Author cannot 
be more plainly oppolite to my Principles in the for- 
mer Part, than He is to your's in the latter. If the 
Parts are not reconcileable, his Evidence is null, and of 
no Account on either Side. But I conceive, the Au- 
thor may be reconciled by a candid Conſtruction of 
Deus ſummus; either conſider'd as oppoſed only to 
Pagan Deities , or as being an inaccurate Expreſſion 
for ſummus Pater, the ſupreme Father, by which the 
Author Himſelf interprets it, and mcaning no more 
than that He is ſupreme in Order, or Office; which 
I allow. See Le Nourry Apparat. Vol. 2. p. 353. 


A. D. 335. EUSEBIUS. 


What you were deficient with reſpect to Lactantius, 
you endeavour to make up, in regard to Euſebius. 
Here you inſult unmercifully : A plain Sign that your 
forbearing to do the like, upon other Writers, is not 
owing to your Civility or Modeſty, but to ſome- 
thing elſe. The Learned World muſt be call'd in, 
and ſtand amazed at my Preſumption : As if none of 
the learned World had ever taken Euſebius to have any 
thing Orthodox upon the Trinity. I gave a Caution at 
the Bottom of the thirty firſt Page of my Defenſe, in 
Regard to Euſebius: And it fo ſtood in Three Edi- 
tions before you publiſhed your Piece. This was on 
purpoſe to intimate, thar I did not pretend to claim 
Euſebias as entirely on my Side; but only /o far. 
And with the like Moderation, I have always ſpoke of 
Euſebius, in my Sermons, and elſewhere; becauſe I 
would not deceive my Reader, nor be confident where 
a Point 1s diſputable. Learned Men know, how both 
Antients and Moderns have differ'd in their Opinigus 
of This Man. Hilary, Ferom, Photius, TWO Nicz- 
phorus's, The 2* Council of Nice, Barouius, Pirron, 
Fetavius, Noris, Sandins, Le Clerc, and otliers; and 

VV at 
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at length 24ez!farcon, have charged Him with Aria. 
1 niſm: On the other Hand, Socrates, Theodorit, Gela- 
1138 frus Cyzicenus, Camerarius, Chamier, Calovins, Petey 
1% au Moulin, Florcutinus, Valeſius, Bull, Cave, Fabri. 
cius * defend, or at leaſt excule Him. Athanaſins | 


173 ſeems to have thought that He was once an Ariay, 
Ns but at length came over to the Catholic Side. Epipha- 
1 nus ſays, He was too much inclin'd to the Arian Way; 
| And the learned Pagi (as an ingenious Gentleman **, 

1 | from whom I have borrowed Part of This Account, 
| has obſerved) confeſſes Ile knows not what to make of 


1 Him. Now, in ſuch Caſes as theſe, however firmly 
48 perſuaded a Man may be, on This, or T hat Side ; 
yet in pure Modcliy and Deference to Mien of Name 
and Character in the learned World, one would 
ſpcak with Caution and Reſerve: And there cannot 
be a ſurer Argument of a little Mind, than to be 
inſulting, and conſident on ſuch Occaſions. Aſter 
if | all, the main Queſtion is very little concerned in This 
1 other about Erſci irs; who cannot juſtly be reckon'd 
| among the Antes ceze Writers (to wife inciiſercut 
Judgment we appeal) as living, and writing after the 
1 Time that Arizs had broached his Ferefy, and raiſcd 
1 | a Faction againſt the Church; to which Euſebius, by 

1 Afjmity, and Party (and perhaps upon Principle too) 
appcarts to have leancd. He may however be a good 
Evidence of what the Church taught, in Thoſe very 
Points which He cndcavour'd, by a novel Turn, or 
by ſome private Conſtruct ions of his own, to warp 
| from their anticnt Intendment and Significancy. And 
bp tho' I cannot pretend to fay, that He comes entirc- 
| ly into that Scheme which I d.ſend, yet ſure I am 
1 that He can never be reconcilcd, upon the whole , 
to yours. 
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| 1 Hd. Athanai, Ep, ad Afros, p. £96. 


* Mr. I h¹lgy A te Air, M. ſton, p. 79 
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It would be tedious to run thro' all you have cited 
from Him: It might fill a Volume ro diſculs This 
ſingle Queſtion about Euſebins. I ihall content my 
ſelf therefore with a few Strictures, juſt to abate your 
exceſſive Confidence. I have admitted, that Le- 
bius did (as ſome other very worthy Nen have alſo 
done) magniſy the Glory of unoriginatenaſi rather 
too far; as if it were a diſtinct Perfecliun, and not 
2 Relation only, or node of Exiience, as the Canalicks 
taught: Yet you will not find that Euſehius denies 
the aeceſſary exijtence , or eternity of the Son; how- 
ever not after the Miene Council. If you have a 
mind to gain Exſcbizs to your ſide, do not endcavour 
it by falſe Reports, and manifeſt Vatruihs; leſt the 
Reader ſuſpect you even in what you may af plead 
from Him. You ſcruple not to ſay (p. 150.) as from 
Euſebius, that the Son 15 fe God and Lord on account 
of his having received all Power and Authority from the 
Father, and Miniflring to all his commands: Which, in 
effect, is making a Photiniun, or Sumoſateniam of Him. 
He no where, that I know of, ſays any ſuch Thing: 
Nor do the Places you refer to, prove any thing like 
it; unleſs ſaying that Chriſt is Cod, as being our 
Creator * be the fame as ſay ing He 15 G on account 
of receiving Authority, & c. Euſetins's conſtant way 
of accounting for the Son's being Cod, is by reſolving 
it into his being God's Son t, and his thereby copying 
out a perfect Reſemblance of the Father: And he 
makes Him by Nature great God ** on that very ac- 
count. In one place more beſides That beforemen- 


* "Ore d Mena d mtr) xabniry mw 9 avrs 1eyernminuy, as 
&v d r,HVau, IE pKAY or, x nba uno due 8/9 —— THVXZU ne, 
0 gibs, A drain, x crap, © BaTiney d, A. Eulcb, 
Feel. Theo. L. . $31; 

Euſeb. Dem. Evang. p. 146, 213, 227. 

Contra Marc. p. 7, 62, 68, 69, 72, 111, 123, 127. 

Comm. in Pfalm, p. 534, 634. 

** Þyr 4 * 45 Jeg, wo ius TY, ave gas-, Ar: PATEE 
PL , 18 415 4.995. Euſeb. in Palm. p. 629, 
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tioned, he calls Him God, as being our Creator, or 
Aaker* : unleſs it be there meant of the Father; 
which if it be, it ſhows that Euſebius's looking up. 
on Chriſt as God becauſe Creator, was no leſſening 
Coniideration. the Reader may well wonder, aſter 
This, what could move you to make fo ftrange and 
falſe a Repreſentation of an Author. I may farther 


hint, that, according to Euſebius, the Son could not 


be God, if He were produced EE 84 mer, from no- 
thing, or did not participate of the Father's P. vi- 
wity f. How does this ſuit with your Notion of his 
Godſhip being owing to his receiving of Authority ? 
You next produce a Paſſage where Exſebius is 
arguing that the Father, or God over all, could 
not have appcared, becauſe it is impious to ſay God 
was change: and This you leave with your Reader. 
You add another Paige of itke kind to it: It can 10 
way be ſaid that the unbegotten and immutable eſſcc: 
of God Supreme was changed into the Form of a Alas. 
his alſo you leave for any ſimple Reader to imagine, 
that Chriſt, who took upon Him human Form, 1; 
not, according to Enſebius, of immutable eſſence, 


but ſubject to chage. Vet Euſebius certainly meant 
no more than that it was not ſo ſuitable to the Ma- 


joſty cf the Firit Perſon, (whom He calls indeed . 
pres e God, in contradiſtinction to the Son) to ſubmit 
to take upon Him any ible Symbols, or to be in- 
coruate, As to the Nature and Effence of the Son, 
Fic believed it to be abſolutely immutable &, and lia- 

ble 


* Klee viway £5 Ws 0&AW!, Xo F534 ws aA, Euſeb. Com. in 


Pſal. p. 645. 


+ Euſeb. Eccl. Th. p. 69. See below, p. 161. 

** Mies 4072; A IAG Go; 2 Tpo 187 TUCK Tu TATE 1% En 
S Thi e,? 009; , COTICW n eg, &c. Euſeb. 
Orat. Paneg. c. 14. p. 761. 
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ple to uo change, as well as the Father's. Wherefore 


tho'. Euſebius does inſiſt on the Supremacy of the Fa- 
ther, more than other Writers before Him (which 
might bring Him under the , Suſpicion of Arianiging) 
This is in a manner all He can be ſaid to agree with 
you in, being directly oppoſite to you in the main 
Points of your Scheme. Such Men as Dr. Cudorth, 
Bp. Fowler, and Others, amongſt us, might per- 
haps have claimed Euſebius as their own : You and 
your Friends are quite of Another Stamp; tho“ you 
are willing to ſeek ſome Cover and Countenance 
from the Few Things wherein they agreed with 
you. The next Patlage you cite (pag. 152.) 
proves no more than that Euſebius ſtrained the 
Point of the Father's Supremacy too high, in cal- 
ling the Son a Second Lord; which Second however 


was in his Opinion, in a manner infinitely higher and 


more excellent than your Scheme makes Him by 
depriving Him of neceſſary exiſtence, and reducing 
Him thereby to a Creature, which Euſebius declares 
againſt more than once. And tho' I will not under- 
take to clear Euſebius of Tritheiſm, or Ditheiſm ; yet 
it appcars plainly enough to me, that He was ver 
far from Arianiſm ; at Icaſt, after the Nicene Council. 
As to the next Text, about which I appeal, you 
pretend that Euſebius is expreſſly againſt me. Why? 


becauſe He ſays that the Son is not ent dr 
That is, He is not the ſupreme Father : which is all 
you could make of many the like Places in Euſebius, 
were there not others ſtill ſtronger elſewhere. 1 


could ſhow you where Euſebius ſtiles the Son YJeos 


He performed all Things by the Man He had aſſumed 
Continuing immaterial in Himſelf, ſuch as He had been before 
„This, with the Father, without any change of his Subſtance, 
„Nor did he ſuffer any thing in reſpe of his Subſtance, being 
„jm paſſible. | | 

Being found in Faſhion as a Man, He might ſeem to undergo 
go {mall change, tho wnchangeable and unvar.atle as God. 
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— e / id / . 
Tay AA, and “ Secs mv wrt, and might tranſlate 


1 
ſupreme God, as you do 0 em narmwy, were there no- 


thing elſe to be conſidered in This Matter. Bur | 
will not deceive my Readers. Nor 1s there any ſuch 
peculiar Force in the Words d é Aue See, that 
Euſcbius might not, as well as the Phrygian Martyrs, 
apply them to the Son xx. But I attend to the Scnle, 
not to the Phraſe. To proceed ; 

You grow bolder in your next Page (154. ) pre- 
tending to tell me, from a Paſſage in Euſcbius, that 
te Anticat Church worſhipped Chriſt, not as being th: 
one ſupreme God, but to the Glory of the Father whe 
belt in Hlim, and from 270m, ſays Euſebius, He e- 
ci ved the Honour of being worſhipped as God. 

Ihe Reader will eaſily ſce the Drift and Purport cf 
Theſe raſh Words; for which you have not one {y!. 


ble of Proof. Whatever may be thought of Euſe- 


lius, the Anticut Church ſtands perfectly clear; 2 
ſhall be ſhown in due Time and Place. As to your 
Cavil upon the Words of Euſchias (Eccl, II. I. 1. c. 3. 
I rcfer to Valeſiusts Notes for an Anſwer. No— 
thing more certain, than that Euſchius ordinary 
tounds the worihip of the Son upon his being natu— 
rally Sas of God, or very God 5. If he contrad:::s 
This in his Comment on Va. xlv. 15; He 1s the 
is to be regarded, as being inconſiſtent: And it is 
one great Prejudice again!t the Notion, that among 
fifteen Chriſtian Writers who have confidered and 


* Fuſcb. contr. Marc. pag. 67, 70. 
+ Euſeb. Dem. Evang. pag. 11. 


Tes si 7a TW? e 124599 z i) 85, Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. lis. 


8. cap. 11. 
Oi navmoy, r d hve! n fv dn 020 hiv0k TE x ADοανν 
Ny, em rep pope; 2 9s Anyas, Euteb. Orat. Panegyr. cap. 1. 
pag. 719. 

$ Ol Tod uns ,jꝭtůoui toon, Ko al 200 FReT HIVES . 
Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. lib. 10. p. 468. 
id. Eccl. Theolog. pag. 69, 127. 


quoted 


pas», Ws 
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quoted that Text“, he is the only one that ever 
drew ſo wild a Conſequence from it. But the Truth 


is, Euſebius never had a Thought of what your 
Words inſinuate of Him. Let Him but explain 
Himſelf, and all will be very right. It depends upon 
Euſebius's Notion of the Father's Inhabitation; which 
he fully lays open in another Place * : where he tells 
us, that the Father in the Generation of the Son 
communicated of his Fullneſs, the Fullneſs of his 
Godhead, without diviſion or ſeparation; and it is 
in This reſpect that in Him avelleth ail the Fullneſi 
of the Godhead: So that the worſhipping of Chriſt 
as having the Father dvellinz in Him, comes to the 


fame with worſhipping Him as being God of God, eter- 


nally begotten © of the Father; which is Euſebius's 
Doctrine. And thus Euſcbius agrees well with Hi— 
lary*, and other Catholick Fathers. 

You go in Triumph, (paz. 155.) in the moſt ex- 
traordinary manner; imputing to me whatever firſt 
comes into your Head. All I was to prove from 
Euſebius was, that the Texts there cited were ap- 
plied to Chriſt; determining nos hing of his other Prin- 
ciples, as I expreſily noted at the Bottom of the 
Page. Let neither you, nor any Man elle, can ever 


clear Euſebius of the Charge of Polytheiſim, and Self- 
contradiction, if, notwithſtanding rhe applying Theſe 


a Hippolytus contr. Noet. c. 4. p. 8. Cyprian adv. Jud. I. 2. c. 6. 

Tertullian contr. Prax. c. 13. Patres Antiocheni, p. 847. 

Lactantius Epit. & Iaſtitut. Hilarius, p. 89. 

Cyrilli Catech. p 156. Athanaſius 491, 646, 

Hieronymus in Loc. Ep'phanius Vol. 1. p. 495. 

Ambroſ. de Fid. I. 1. c. 2. Mirius Victorin. I. 1. p. 251. 

Gregor. Naz ianz. p 733. J. eno Veronenſ de Natir. Chriſti. 1250. 

b Eutcb. contr. Marcell. J. 1. c. 2. p. 62. 

b C Tis erepys yes; Eultbin PR. p. 15. 

wr . Euleb. contr. Marc. p. 73. 

d Deus enim in eo et: & in quo ct eus, Deus eſt. Non enim 
Deus in diverſæ atque alien a ſe naruræ Hibitaculo eft, ſed in ſuo. 
atque ex ſe genito maner, Deus in Deo, qua cx Deo Deus oft. EI. lar 
de Trin I. F. c. 40. p. $1. 
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way of cluding an Argument which the Catholic), 
betore Him knew nothing of, nor ever uſed; He is 
ſtill a witneſs of the Church's Application of Thoſe 
Texts, (which is what IT cited Him for) tho' it be 


againſt his own Principles. But I am not yet fatil- | 


fied that Euſebius differed in any main Doctrine, cx- 


cept it were in the manner of expreſſing the Unity; 
ſtill believing the eſſential Divinity of God the Son. 
You cite Mont faucon as charging Exſebius with Ari- 


niſm; at the ſame Time telling us, that he erroneoully 
calls it Arianiſm. But if That learned Man did no: 
know what Arianiſm is, he might more caſily miſtake 
in determining of Euſebius's Darine; which is: 
much more intricate Buſineſs. The Truth is, That 
learned and judicious Man underſtood very well wh 


Arianiſm is, and is guilty of no Error, in That r. 
ſpect: But as to his "es? Mile of Euſebius, it is not 
ſo intirely to be depended on. After he has given 
us a Sketch of Euſebius's Doctrine, as being Arian, 


he does not yet pretend to reconcile all Euſebius“ 
Doctrine to that Scheme, to make him, in the whole, 
a conſiſtent Writer: But He ſtill ſeems to ſuſpect 
that he may be found various, and repugnant; which 
at laſt is rather making him a Neztral, than clear for 
any ſide* - Nor do I think it would be difficult to 


acquit Euſebius of the Charge of Ariaui in, at lcal- 


from the Time of the Niceze Council. 

It is plain enough that He does not ordinarily (ſor 
I muſt except a Paſſage before cited) make Father 
and Son one Principle, or one God; upon which chiefly 
A;ontfaucon founds his Charge of Arianiſm. He did 
not conſider that a Man might aſſert the ererxit;, 


and neceſſary exiſtence of the Son, and yet throw the. 
Supremac) and Unity of Godhead upon the Father 


nod ſi in His Euſeb us ſecum pugnare deprehenditur ; id ſine 
propitam Erroris eſt, ut coniiftere non valeat, ſibique ipſi adveric- | 


tur. Pralim. n Euſcb, p. 28. 
alone, 


: 


God. And if He had learn'd of the Arians a Novel 


bs, 


Qu. II. ; 


Texts to Chriſt, He did not think Him the one true 
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alone, as ſelf-exiſtent and God in a higher Senſe; 
which Others have done beſides Euſebius; tho', I 
think, not very judiciouſly, or conſiſtently. Mont- 
faucon takes too much Advantage of Euſebiuss De- 
monſtratio Evangelica, or other Pieces, wrote before 
the Council of Nice, and contradicted or corrected in 
ſeveral Points afterwards by the ſame Euſebius. I 
will give two or three Examples. In his Demon- 


ratio, he makes the Son to be ],. In his 


Diſpute with Marcellus he plainly retracts and con- 
tradicts it ©. In his Demonſtratio *, he pretends that 
nothing can be properly faid to be EF 8x 9Tav, with- 
out doubt to gratify the Arians, that They might in 


a certain Senſe deny the Son to be E &% . But 
in his Piece againſt Marcellus, he aſſerts plainly that 


Creatures are eZ 8x oTov*, meaning that They come 
from non - exiſtence into exiſtence (which is the true 
Signification of the Phraſe) at the ſame Time deny- 


ing that the Son is *X un rs, in the ſame Senſe of 
the Phraſe . Wherefore the learned Montfaucon 
does not do juſtice to Euſebius, when He imputes to 
Him the Opinion of the Ariazs, that the Son paſs'd 


b Thelen T , wit nus, Demonſtr, |. 4. c. 2. 

c Tg diE aumiy ꝙu es id Gn a ννννεννε Ar, Euſeb. contr. 
Marc. p. 68. | | 

d Maxin #26yw; H Ni ig d dr sh A Twy cru, Euſeb. 
Dem. I. 4. c. 1. p. 145. 

e Euſeb. contr. Marcel. p. 68, 150,152, 166. 

f Euſeb. contr. Marc. pag. 67, 68, 69, 150. 

1 ſhall here cite one Paſſage, being a pretty remarkable one. 

Ol 0 duo ee VD,, Thy wer d ⁰e, Try d # 5% Gomwy Hur - 
Stiozey, hb pug) Ye VAronvray, 6 ot ide Hu ir! aro, S H 
1524, 0098 le uA, 20% 9706, end, & Lm r Tod mazT&%, u- 
n i, Toi; ds Ai Ai wars, x&0* gi; 7, ne bin, RE A. 
Eccl. Theol. I. 1. c. 10. 

« They tlat admit two Hypoſtaſes, one unbegotten, and the 
other created from nothing, do indeed make one God; but in their 
scheme, The Son will be no Son, nor Only-begotten, no nor Lord, 
nor God, having no communion of the Father's Godhead, but be- 
ing liken'd to the reſt of the Creatures, as having exiſted frem 


yy nothing. 
X from 
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from non-exiſtence to exiſtence : For Euſebius plainly de- 
nies the Son to be é T# un eros, in the ſame Senſe 
that he affirms it of Creatures; and therefore muſt 


So ns nam ag 
— * 


deny his paſſing out of non- e viſtence to exiſtence, un- 


leſs He were the greateſt Prevartcaror and Shuffler 
imaginable. If it be ſaid; that He intended that 
Creatures were not made owt of any thing pre-exiſling , 
he muſt then affirm that the Son was out of ſomething 
pre-exiſting: And then let any Man tell me, what he 
could mean by it; except it were that He exifted be- 
ore his Generation, having been eternally in, and with 
the Father, of the ſame Homogeneous divine Sub- 
ſtance that the Father is. But my Perſuaſion is, that 
Euſebius believed eternal Generation; and if ſo, it is 
plain enough what He meant by denying the Son to 
be ex 41 t ?. It does not appear to me, that Ex- 
ſebius denied the Son to be a !, tho' I know 


Mont fuucon charges Him with it; and there are more 


Paſſages than one * that ſay ſomething very like it. 
Euſebius was very carnelt in his Charge againſt Mar- 
cellus, and was ready to put any the moſt invidious 
Conſtruction upon his Words. As often therefore 2 


Marcellus had made the Son &, Enuſebius con- 
ſtrues it ayewrT@>, that he might reduce Him to an 


abſurdity; and believing perhaps that aiN@» and 


ayer upon Marcellus's Hypotheſis, went to- 


gether and reſolved into one. In this Senſe only, I 


conceive, Euſebius to have denied the Son to be 


0% N. And if any one narrowly examines the 'Pal- 
ſages, he may find good reaſon to believe that This 
is real Fact. 

It may be queſtioned, whether ever Marcellus aſſert- 
ed the Son to be aymwnmrO. But Enſebins charged 
it upon him as a Conſequence of his Hypotheſes ; and 


laid hold of «iN©>, as implying it, and meaning as 


much with Marcellus, who denied any antemund aut 


* Fuſeb, contr. Marcell. 35, 106, 119. Gens. 
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Beneration. But to return. To fhow me how 
' © Jow an Opinion Eſebius had of God the Son, you 
' © quote part of his Comment on Pſalm cix. (which J 

cannot find there) intimating that by the Laws of Na- 

ture, the Father of every Son is his Lord; and therefore 

God the Father is Lord and God of the Son. Admit- 
ting this Rule, I ſuppoſe by the ſame Lays of Nas 

ture, every Son is of the ſame Nature with his Father, 

and as ſuch equal; and fo let the Similitude ſerve e- 

ually, if you pleaſe, for Both. Bur fince you pro- 
er one Teſtimony, as you ſay, from That Book, 
(rom Euſebius on the Pſalms) give me leave, in my 

Turn, to produce ſome few of a very contrary Strain 

to what you would wiſh. 
1. I ſhall ficſt remind you of Euſebiuss account- 
ing for Chriſt's praying, praying as Man for Things 
» which Himſelf could A 1 or diſpoſe of as God*., 
This ſeems to run croſs to 7 of your Principles. 
e One of which is, that Chriſt being a Subject is to 
. refer all Grants intirely to his Sovereign: The other 
8 is, that the ſpeaking of Chriſt in Two diſtinet Capa- 


89 


% 


r Uo Oh 


VN 


5 cities, in the manner Euſebius does, you would call 
5 abſurd, (as in pag. 233.) as if Part of Chriſt prayed, 
. and another Part did not pray; which is your pro- 
n phane way of ridiculing a Diſtinction univerſally made 

"Y uſe of by the Primitive Churches, and held Sacred 

x amongſt them. 

J. 2. I muſt next obſerve to you, that, according to 
2 Euſebius, Chriſt is Creator of all Things (9 ardu- 


TuYy Nuwegost) not only ſo but 0 TOrTyg** alſo, and 


* Aπν adds Abgang, didn I mv zrmow w; Yee ih eg 
erer. 8 vrt 8279 Ts dein T&Tg&%, Euſeb. in Plal. p. 53. Vid. 
p. 142, 366, 698. | * 
d O bros LE 6 Ts 9:3 vos, Euſeb. in Pal. p. 89. Vid, 
d p. 90, 125, 634. 3 5 55 
** TS *ugis x} cr po. i a ru e005 gp ny 6 Tom 
80 dne, Euſeb. in Pl, p. 630. | 
X 2 Fle 
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He created all Things by his own Power *. This is 
a Step beyond what Dr. Clarke is yet advanced to; 
who often talks of the Son's creating by the Power 
of the Father, and interprets Hebr. i. 3. the uphold- 
ing all Things by the Word of his Power, of the Father's 
Power; but is not yet come to ſay, that it is by 
the Son's own Power, If He does not here contra- 


dict Euſebius, He is however vaſtly ſhort of him; and 


has not yet diſcovered any ſuch honourable Thoughts 
of God the Son, as Euſebius has done. 

3. Euſebius does not ſcruple to give the Son the 
Title of only God , believing it to have been 
Him that ſo called Himſelf, in oppoſition to flraxye 


| Gods, and challenging the Fewiſh worſhip as his own 


due, upon That very Score. How does This fuit 
with your Doctrine about the exclyſrve Terms, and 
the Texts running perſonally, I, Thou, He? By which 
Doctrines, upon Euſebius's Principles, you muſt ex- 
clude the Father. I do not thererore cite Theſe and 
the like Paſſages of Exſebius, to prove that Fathcr 
and Son are one God; but to ſhow that there is no 
force (according to Him) in your Argument drawn 
from the perſonal and excluſrve Terms 

4. Euſebius, in This fame Book, fully and ſigni- 
ficantly expreſſes the immutable eternity ** of God the 


*"O ne 14) TH aaur3 didi aut gi, &cc. Euſeb. in 
Pial p. 318. Vid. p. 616. 


+ Afyw 92 75 po ci, 2000 9 Au g 2.0 re PERS | 


OT ei s Al A 2 b,, 252195 0 $55 T's, T&pi5tts ioumy Art 
Zevor, &Ts @AACTpiov, BITE TEUT OuTEY CT Frov wv gap Es x 6 eur 9 
TS vis Alpe, x, 0 Feds OubPepws Toi; TrAKLOT; XpnweTigar, 6 0 
Fees Inxws emrxix a mivc; doxep TuraxeNvitYy Moya ia "as 
ei ni ue d 38% ©8, &c. Euſeb. in Pal. p. 503, 504. Vid. p. 533. 

* V ny £70110; 6 Opdves O's, ü 0 Twv &uT a xabiticY, o a- 
Yr as 0s Trey ma pareAcero, Ka ST 2410; % rd rt, a0 23 WAiav, 
set 3; euro; UT T4 HAVE CU B. GAN BE bs, ene, AA 2. Age. 
aaf uhr Pp Tv fi azpaTley Ep pgTTE, Gro g 8v erlegt tpnTay* Tv 4 6 
KT th, 3 TH £79 Ts 5% dνννναν. n u o £0105 6 FPOICG 
os e, Tits, a” 69 IAG IH a Ta Fur fi 36 n © urg ano 707 
dice GU 5, cs ä | 
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| ; Son. For applying the Words of the xciid (alias 
1 xciiid ) Pſalm. Thy Throne is eſtabliſhed of old, Thou 


art from everlaſting, to our Saviour Chriſt, he takes 
particular Notice of the Force of Thou art, ov ei, 


| as denoting immutable exiſtence; agreeably to his ex- 
| plication of the ſame Phraſe elſewhere*, 


5. I have above took notice of Euſebius's ſtiling 
God the Son, great God by Nature, which is a 
very high and ſtrong Expreſhon. I ſhall here farther 
obſerve, how He interprets the Name of Hand of 
God, given to the Son. Not after a low diſparaging 
manner, as you are uſed to interpret it, but as Chril 
is the all- creative Power of God t. 

6. I may add a few more Obſervations from Euſe- 


bius's Commentary on 1/aiah. His Comment on IJ. 


xlii. 8. is pretty remarkable . I will not give my 
Glory to Another. Where he takes notice, that it 15 
not ſaid, that 7 will give my Glory to no one,) for the 
Son, ſays he, has the Father's Glory) but that it will 


not be given to Another. Now, tho' Euſebius here 


comes not entirely into the common and Catholick 
way of Conſtruction, yet, he differs very much from 

ou in ſeveral Parriculars, as that the Father's Glory 
is alſo the Son's Glory, and that the exclyfrve Terms 
do not affect God the Son. I may allo take notice 
how magnificently Euſebius ſets forth the Son's On- 
nipreſence, both herett, and in his Comment upon the 
Pſalms , in Words as expreſſive and full as any can 
be. Here allo Euſebius keeps cloſer to the Senſe and 
Language of the Church, in relation to the one God- 
head, than He has at other Times been obſerved to 


* Vid. p. 584. | 
RG. - Xeip ap Tod ger, y renn dr, M,, AU, od friga, 
dem Tod of « j402ve Te TaTR Tob $460 Acyev, Euſeb. in Pl. p. 701. 
* 'Emignoa &Zi0v @; od $epyT% Thy PET pou evi wow? Piixror a 
Ta 6 visc Tod rr tx&r &. Euſeb. Com. in Iſa. p. 520. 
it Euſeb. Com. in Iſa. p. 428. ; „ 
$ Euſeb, Com, in Pfal, p. 797, 7983. 


do; 
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do; except in his Oration before Conſtantine, taken 
notice of above. His Words are: „ There being 
«© but one Head, there will be no more than one God- 


« head, with which is taken in what concerns the 


« Divinity of his only begotten.” It is much to 
the ſame purpoſe with what He elſewhere ſays, t that 
the Son is partaker of the Father's Godhead, and 1s, as 
it were, to be reckon'd to Him. 

Upon the whole, you will find Euſebius much 
more favouring my Principles than your's ; tho' not 
fully coming in to Either: And you pught hereafter 
either to reconcile ſuch Things as I have here cited 
out of Him, beſides many others, to your Hypothej,s 
(which can never be done) or to leave off boaſting 
on That Head. It ſhould be conſidered that Euſe- 
bius lived and wrote at a Time when the Ariar 
Pretences, being moſtly ew and wntried, appeared 
therefore the more ſpecious and plauſible: And his 
familiar Acquaintance and Friendſhip with the Heads 
of the Party, contributed to give them the greater 
Force with Him. They received an additional 
Strength from the injudicious Sclutions which had 
been offered by Marcellus, and other weak Defen- 

ers of the Homocigſian Doctrine. Athanaſins, Hilary, 
and other judicious Advocates of the Catholick Faith, 
had not then wrote their Immortal Pieces, to clear 
the Doctrine from Mifſrepreſentation, to ſet it in a 


due Light, and to unravel the main Objections 


brought againſt it. No wonder if, in Theſe Circum- 
ſtances, Euſebius might incline too much towards 
the Arian Cauſe, and give too far into it. Yet, even 
under Theſe Diſadvantages, He kept himſelf free 
from the groſſer Fenets of the Arians; and He re- 


* E a 9736, @ 0% 760 Tae; z Tu av, wit D Gene he 
e Un ae ens 1 οννẽ,j A u BRVETY 9 y re pgyoytroug aro 
$4ea0344, Euſeb. in Ifa. p. 524. 
| * 16 799 FAT go; PILLLCT Ge, &c. Euſeb. in Pl. P- 534. 
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N tain'd ſo much of Carholick, Principles, that had He 
8 burt attended to the true and certain Conſequences of 
many of his own Poſitions, in thar behalf, He could 
1 not have failed of being entirely Orthodox, and Ca- 
o _ tholick. He had not fo clear a Judgment as Atha- 
1 waſius, Hilary, Bail, Gregory Narianxen, and other 
5 eminent Defenders of the Nicene Faith: Nor did He 
live to ſee how eaſily the Arian Sophiſtry was de- 

K feated and baffled, after it had paſs'd the Scrutiny of 


4S 

BD , 
by 
= 


8 ſuch maſterly Hands. In the mean while, He ſeems 
y to have had no content Set of Principles, but a con- 
a \ fuſed mixture of Catholick, and Arian Tenets *, ſuch 
8 as could not ſtand with each other in true and juſt 
8 Reaſoning. | | 
4 You have certainly no right to claim Him as your's. 
, If you would look among the Aurients for your 


Scheme, it muſt not be in Exſetbirs, nor in any Ante- 
| nicene Father, or Poſ#-nicene ; but in ſuch Fathers as A- 
rius, Aetius, Eunomius, or Philoſtorgius: And yet you 
come ſhort even of Them in ſome Points; particularly 
in the part you aſſign the Son in the Creation of all 
Things by the Father's Power; (you do not yet ſay 
by his Own, which ſeveral of the antient Ariaus would 
„ never have ſcrupled) and in the Account you give 

of Chriſt's being appointed God ower all, after his Re- 

ſurrection; and your reſolving his Worſhip into the 

Power then given Him: Doctrines proper only to a 
Samoſatenian f, or Socinian. 


Having ſhown, from Father to Father, down to 
ls 
the Arian Times, that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was 


, ſuppoſed by Them to be the Fehovah, the Almighty, 
: the one true God, God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, 
8 acknowledged as the one true God, and worſhipped by 
c the Patriarchs as ſuch: Having proved This to have 
5 been the antient Catholick Doctrine of the Church, 


* See my Sermons, p. 109. 
7 See my Defence, p. 275, &. 
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ſentation, there woul 


ther; not in the Doctrine of the Son's real and eſſen- 


rial Divinity: This Foundation being laid, it remains 


now only to take off ſome Pretences you have offer- 
ed to invalidate the Force of the Evidence. 

Your Pretence is, that tho* God the Son was God 
of Abraham, God of Iſrael, &c. yet He was ſuch 
only in a ſubordinate Senſe, becauſe He was Repreſcu- 


tative of God the Father, pag. 159. To which [ 


anſwer, that had the Antients ſuppoſed Him to be 

{tiled God, and Lord, purely in Virtue of ſuch Repre- 

q then be ſome Force in your 

reaſoning : But that They did not, will appear mo! 
evidently from the following Conſiderations. 

r. None of the Fathers ever put the Godhead of 

the Son upon That Foot; They never ſay, nor inſ- 


nuate, that He is God on the Account of any ſuch 


Repreſentation. 


2. They are ſo far from doing it, that their Whole | 


Drift and Method of arguing ſuppoſes and implies 


the utmoſt Contradiction to it. For, if the Son 


were ſuppoſed to be God on the Score of the Ke 
preſentation, then Any Angel might be God alſo or 
account of fuch Repreſentation ; and then it could ne- 


ver be proved (in the way that the Fathers took *) 


that there was any God the Son at all; but the whol: 
Force of their reaſoning would be vacated and null. 
On the contrary, They preſumed that none could 
either repreſent God, or perſonate God, or uſe the 70 

is 


of God, that was riot really God: And upon T 

preſumption, Their whole reaſoning turns. If there- 
tore They are any where to be underſtood of a Re- 
preſentatioa, They muſt mean a full and adequate 
Repreſentation, ſuch as none could exhibit, or ſuſ- 
tain, who was not Himſelf every Thing that He we- 


* See my Defenſe, p. 3B, 39, 432, 
' 2 \ 
prejenn 


A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. Il. 
without any exception; unleſs of Novatian, who yet | 
differs not from it in the main, but in Expreſſion ra- | 


— — . 


Qu. II. of ſome QU ERIES. 169 
t 3 preſents. For as nothing but Man can fully and ad- 
© equately repreſent Man: So nothing but God can 
- perfectly and ſuitably repreſent God. | 
15 z. Add to This, the antient Fathers always ſuppoſe 
1 the Son to be God antecedently to The ſuppoſed 
Repreſentation ; which is deciſive in the Caſe. They 
d ſuppoſe Him God as being God's Son, of the ſame 
h Nature and Subſtance with God. This is what all 


» the Fathers expreſſly, or in Words equivalent, reſolve 
[ the Son's Divinity into: Which Conſideration cuts 
be off all your Pretences at once; as I before intimated &, 
e. and you take no Notice of it. The Reaſon why 
ur you did not, muſt be viſible to the meaneſt Keader. 
1 In Proof of the Fact, that the Fathers did ſo re- 


ſolve the Divinity of Chriſt (tho' it be what no Scho- 
of lar can be ignorant of) I ſhall for the Sake of com- 


(7. mon Readers, here recite their Teſtimonies, | 
c Fuſtin Martyr, in his firſt Apology, fays of God 

| the Son: Who being the Ward, God's firſt begot- 
oe | ten, is alſo God t. In his Dialogue, He often repeats | 
1% the ſame Thing. He is God, on Account of his being | 
on his Son begotten before all Creatures **, Tn another f 


Le- Place, Had you but underſtood what is ſaid by the Pro- 
on _ phets, you could not have denied Him to be God, be- 
je- ing the Son of the only, the uncreated, the ineſfable 


* God tt. f 
ole | To _ 
i, a f 
ld Defence, p. 46. ; 
171 t O x24 Ad eg h rexeg 4 78 910, 2 3136 bret. Apol. 1. 4 
5 P+ 123. Ox. f | | 
fa * ©.07 + ix T60 t T$X36v TTPWTITOXOY Ticy GIWY UT WATWY, Juſt. | 
hy | Dial. £ 304, \ * 1 — — * 1 3 
Ne- em ++ Ei ,n v ien und rd , ed, wy Ent t avs | 4 
ate den Seer, red fie, G dfreu, & dpiurev Fed ue. Dial. p. 366, 
| c N. B. I read &yero» with ſingle , for a Reaſon which will ap- 
ul- 


| pear more fully afterward: And I underſtand e in Oppoſitio i 

re | to Creatures only, or falſe Gods, not to the 3on who is always 

da be tacitly underſtood to belong to, ani to be included in the 

 —- alone God. And I rake This of Fuſtin to be nearly equivalent to 
|» Theſe other of Philo, and Cyril of Alexandra, 

at is | d 4 "©; 
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To the ſame Purpoſe, He elſewhere {tiles Him God; 
i. de l adding, 45 being Son of God *, And Juſ- 
tin is known to repreſent. the Son as begotten from, 


or out of God + (oy. 3% and S ear) without 
Abſciſan or Diviſion **, as one Fire from another, and 


as being frifth, and. properly tt (iSiws, and xe 
Son of Cod. All which together expreſſes the Con- 
{ubſtantiality, Sameneſs of Narare, and moſt. intire and 
perſect Unity imaginable. Such 1s Faſtin Mariyr's 
Account of Chriſt's Divinity 3 never ſpeaking of his 
being appointed God, or being God by I know not 
what Repreſentation ; but of his being God, by par- 


taking of the one true Godhead, naturally Son of 


God. 

The ſame Account, but more briefly, we have from 
Theophilus, Biſhop of Antioch, a little lower in the 
ſame Century ; Who fp eaks of Chriſt being God, a 


God's Son. I he ſame de have alſo from Clemens of 


Alexandria, in a very remarkable Paſſage above cited. 
The ſame alſo from Tertullian, who ſays, That which 
is derived from God is God, and Son of Gad, and Both 
ane God d. Novatian ſpeaks as plain, in Theſe Words; 
As Nanre it ſelf has made. it. a Rule, that He. muſt be 
accounted Man, who is. of Man: bY the ſame Rule of 


| Nature preſcribes, that He muſt be accounicd God, who 


4 


is of God ©, 


Os Tea di Ab 7, eZ rc 2 4% b @PIupror, Phil. 
de Cont, Ling. p. 326. 

"Omp oy it ayers M d Pc ren Muαið ur, T0070 r E 
2 1 er error, Cyril. Thefaur. P. 34 | 

* Ot ey m4, ov ref. p. 170. ig, Jrod © 455 bmap;or, P. 171. 

+ Juſt. Dial. p. 183. Apol. p. 49. 8 

** ſuſt. Dial. p. 183. 373. Paræn. p. 127. 

tt Juſt. Apol. 1. p. 45. 46. Apol. 2. p. 13. 

a Oeeg 37 wv 9 A672%, xi tx YH Ox &. Theoph. p. 130. Or, 


b Quod de Deo Protectum eſt Deus eſt, & Dei Filius, & unus 


(Suppl. Deus) Ambo. J. Apol. c. 21. 
Ot enim præſcriplit ipſa Natura Hominem SEN Ren eſſe 


qui ex Homine tit: Ita eadem Natura præſeribit & Deum creden- 


dum elle qui ex zo wo Novar, * 31. 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 171 
I forhear to cite more. It is a Ruled Caſe in Au- 
e n Lim. $635) een fi art A 
; tiquity, that Chriſt 15 God | (not by Appointment, De- 
| * putation, Repreſentation, or any thing of like Kind) 
I 3 bur b his Sor-ſhip'; deriving the ſame divine Na- 
| | © ture from the Father, as is in the Father. Nor was 
| the Name of God ever thouglit by them to denote 
un. Office, or any. Relative, Character, bit Nature and 
| Þ Subſtance, as the, Word Aan. It will now be caly to 
* anſwer thoſe little Pleas and Exceptions, which you 
have remaining. You have, in the main, but one Ar- 
gument, which you repeat over and over: /;z. That 
Chriſt cannot be ſupreme. God, becauſe He was an 
Angel, or Meſſenger of God : Which is as much 
as to ſay, That Peter, for Inſtance, could not be 
Man, if ſent by Aan. The whole Strength of 


your Argument lies in the artificial Conſuſion of 
«Li Ideas. Chriſt could not be ſupreme in Office, While 
e  _ executing an j»ferior Office, Thar is very certain: But 
| | What has Supremacy of Office to do with the No- 
, tion of ſupreme God? Goa is a Word expreſſing Na- 
h | ture and Subſtance: He is ſupreme God, or God ſu- 
1 preme, that has no God of a ſuperior Nature above 


0 Him. Such is Chriſt, even. while He ſubmits, and 
f condeſcends to act miniſterially :- And thus all your 
Speculations on This Head, ariſing only from Con- 
fuſion of Ideas, drop at once, I ſubmit ſometimes to 
your Phraſeology, of ſupreme God, tho' it be impro- 
e pers and rather Pagan, than Chriſtian. Supreme God 
has generally a tacit Reference to an inferior God ; 
And fo it was uſed in the Pagan Theology. - Bur 
Chriſtians, who acknowledge but one God, ſhould ne- 
ver talk of a ſupreme God; the more proper Name 
being rather the ene God, the true God, the God 7 


e .Univerſe, God ſupreme, and the like. But you, 
„ do introduce your Pohtheiſin, are perpetually telling 


us of the ſupreme God; And every Time you meet 
. : p 1 . i 

with eri dn Jos, or 0 Jes wr A, you fallly 

and corruptly render it, The ſapreme God, (inſtead of 
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To the ſame Purpoſe, Ile elſewhere ſtiles Him Goa; 
;mmediacly adding, being Sei of God e. And 5 
tin is known to repreſent the Son as begotten from, 
or out of . God + (Cx. Jes and eg eavTs) without 
Alſciſſan or Diviſion *, as one Fire from another, and 
as being ſtridth. and. properly tf (Sies, and xveles) 
Son of God. All which together expreſſes the Con- 


{nbſtantiality, Sameneſs of Nature, and moſt. intire and 


perfect Unity imaginable. Such is Faſtin Marir's 
Account of Chriſt's Divizity ; never ſpeaking of his 
being appointed God, or being God by I know not 
bat Kepreſentation; but of his being God, by par- 


taking of the one true ' Godhead, naturally Son ot 


God. 

The ſame Account, but more briefly, we have from 
Theophilus, Biſhop of Aatioch, a little lower in the 
ſame Century; Who tpeaks of Chriſt being God, as 
God's Sou *. The ſame we have alſo from Clemens of 
Alexandria, in a very remarkable Paſſage above cited. 


Ihe ſame allo from Tertullian, who ſays, That which 


— 9s 


is derived from God is God, and Son of Cod, and Both 


one God db. Novatian ſpeaks as plain, in Theſe Words; 
As Nawre it ſelf has made. it. 4 Rule, that He. muſt be 
accounted Man, who is. of Man: Sa the ſame Rule of 
Nature preſcribes, . that. Ile muſt be accounicd God, who 
is of God ©, | | 

Os red digi Aoyes av, E evarynn; 2 U 88127 &PFupro:. Phil. 
de Cont. Ling. p. 326. 

"Omp ty ig %Y/a04TSs 4 62 Plctprov YE mT2, T0070 FAVTWG &FOupror 
3% 6 err Ton, Cyril. Thefaur. P- 34. En 

* Ot cy, "yov 65703, p. 170. Jer, Jeon 26 uT&px,un, p. 171. 

+ Juſt. Dial. p. 183. Apol. p. 49. Oe. 

*X* [uſt, Dial. p. 183, 373. Paran. p. 127. 


++ Juſt. Apol. 1. p. 45, 46. Apol. 2. p. 13. 
a Ortes 3 wv 0 A724, Kal fx H mOvxe; N. Theoph. p. 130. Or. 


b Quod de Deo Piotectum elt Deus eſt, & Dei Filius, & unus 


(Suppl. Deus) Ambo. Jeu. Apol. c. 21. 

c Ur caim præſeriplit ipſa Natura Hominem credendum eſſe 
qui ex Homine (it: Ira eadem Natura pretcrivit & Deum creden- 
dum eile qui ex Deo tit, Novzar, . 1. BED 
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I forbear to cite more. It is a Ruled Caſe in Au- 


; tiquity, 'that Chriſt is God (not by Appointment, De- 
putation, Repreſentation, or any thing of like Kind) 
bur b his Son- ſhip; deriving the ſame divine Na- 
ture from the Father, as is in the Father. Nor was 


the Name of God ever thouglit by them to denote 
an. Office, or any Relative Character, bit Nature and 
Subſtance, as the Word Man. It will now be caly to 
anſwer thoſe little Pleas and Exceprions, which you 
have 3 You have, in the main, but one Ar- 
gument, which you repeat over and over: Vic. That 
Chriſt cannot be ſ#preme God, becauſe He was an 
Angel, or Meſſenger of God: Which is as much 
as to ſay, That Peter, for Inſtance, could not be 
Man, if ſent by Man. The whole Strength of 
your Argument lies in the artificial Conſuſion of 
Ideas. Chriſt could not be ſupreme in Office, while 


executing an inferior Office, That is very certain: But 
what has Supremacy of Office ro do with the No- 
tion of ſupreme God? Goa is a Word expreſſing Na- 
ture and Subſtance : He is ſupreme God, or God ſu- 


preme, that has no God of a ſuperior Nature above 
Him. Such is Chriſt, even. while He ſubmits, and 


condeſcends to act miniſterially :- And thus all your 


Speculations on This Head, ariting only from Con- 
ſuſion of Ideas, drop at once. I ſubmit ſometimes to 
your Phraſeology, of ſupreme God, tho* it be impro- 
ps and rather Pagau, than Chriſtian. Supreme God 
aas generally a tacit Reference to an inferior Gd; 
And ſo it was uſed in the Pagan Theology. But 
Chriſtians, who acknowledge but one God, ſhould ne- 
ver talk of a ſupreme God; the more proper Name 


being rather the one God, the true God, the God of 
the Univerſe, God ſupreme, and the like. But you, 
to introduce your Polytheiſm, are perpetually telling 


us of the ſupreme God; And every Time you meet 
8 „ 2 4 A. K  v ec \ A e. . 
with ei ανν Neôs, or 0 Nr . Ay, you ſalſly 


and corruptly render it, The ſawpreme God, (inſtead of 
| e 


the 
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the God of the Univerſe) to ſerve your Hypotheſis. I do 
not find that the Fathers were uſed to ſtile God the 
Father ſupreme God; except when diſputing with Pagan, 
or the like, They accommodated 'Themlclves in tome 
Meaſure, to their Style, reſerving to "Themſelves the 


Chriſtian Senſe. And it is but very rarely they ule | 


TjpaTO Tees, or Deus Princeps, for the Father ; And 
when They do, it is, as I ſaid, to expreſs the ſapreme 
Father in a Style not proper to Chriſtian Principles, only 


in Condeſcenſion to the Pagaus, to be the better un- 


derſtood. 

To return. I perceive, the Subordination is what you 
lay the main Streſs upon, in order to overthrow the 
Church's Doctrine of Chriſt's real Divinity. You will 
now be reduced to This fingle Maxim (which you are 
ſenſible you can never prove, but every where ſuppoſe) 


that the Unity or Equality which we teach, is not con- 
ſiſtent with any Diſtinction of Order, or Offices, When 
cver you are diſpoſcd to try the Strength of your A4c- | 

zaphy/ics, That Point may be debated with you. At pre- 


{cnt you have thought it the wiſer way only to ſpeak 
your Miſbes, and to deliver out Dictates, inſtead of Proofs : 
A Method which may be thought rather too aſſuming 
In private, and withal very fallidle Men; to expect 


that their bare Affirmaticns ſhould have any Weight 
againſt the united Verdict of all the Chriſtian Churches, 


antient and modern, 


I ſhall take but little Notice of the incidental Errors, 


which you arc pleaſed to charge me with, p. 160. Cc. 
becauſe the Reader will have ſeen, before This Time, 
that they are imaginary only, founded upon your own 
Miſtakes. I may juſt obſerve, that p. 164, you give 
a Character, or Deſcription of God rhe Father, calling 
it, very abſurdly, he Signification of the Word God, whe: 
applied to the Father. You might as well have given a 
eſcription, or Character of Adam, calling it the Signi- 
ſication of the Word Man, when applied to Adam. To 
ſay, what the Fathcr's Perſeu is, is one Thing: To Ys 
Wal 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 173 


What is ſignified by the Name God, is Another. Your 
-} Teſtimonies none of them come up to the Point: Which 


was to ſhow, that . or that particular Manner 
of exiſting, is neceſſarily included in the Signification 
of the Word God. There is nothing more under This 


Query, but What I have before ſufficiently anſwer' d, or 


obviated. But ſince This Query has been drawn out 
into a very great Length, ſo as almoſt to take in the 


whole of the Controverſy ; it may be for the Eaſe and 
Conveniency of the Reader, to ſubjoin a brief Reca- 
pitulation, or Summary of what has been done in it. 


It has been ſhown, firſt, from Scripture, that Cod 
the Son is not excluded by ſuch Texts as ſpeak of the 
| Unity; not excluded from being God, and one God 


with the Father. The Texts that prove This have 
been explain'd, and vindicated ; and the | Corona 


contrary Evidence from Scripture has been thown ta 


be null, and of no Account. 


It has been farther proved, that the Autients in ge- 
neral teach the ſame Thing, by underſtanding the ex- | 


cluſtve Texts to affect Jdols only, or other Gods; By 


declaring againſt admitting any other God beſides God 
the Father, yet admitting God the Son; By their aſſert- 
ing Father and Son together to be one God, or the one 
| God; and, laſtly, by their believing God the Son to have 
been That very Perſon, who declared Him/e!f God of 


Iſrael, God of Abraham, &c. beſides whom the Jews 
were to have no God; declaring This of Himſelf, in 
his ou proper Perſon, (not excluding the Father or Holy- 
Ghoſt, one with Him) as being really God, becauſe Son 


of God, of the ſame divine Nature and Subſtance wWitli 


God the Father. Theſe Things have been proved to 


have been unanimouſly taught by the Antients; ſaving 

. in Novatian, a Schiſmaticx 
at That Time, and of no cenfiderable Authority (tho* | 
He allo agrees in the main Doctrine of the Son's eſſen- 
tial Divinity) allowing alſo for ſome Diſſent in Euſcbius 
(a late Writer, and a familiar Acquaintance of the lead- 


only ſome little Di 


: ing 


174 


his public Speeches and Debates. | 

Upon the whole, one can ſcarce defire fuller, or 
better Evidence of whit I advanced in This Quer, 
than has been produced for it, And, as I formerly 
told you, ſo I again repeat it (tho? perhaps you 
may be the laſt to believe) that the Fathers ſtand point- 


el againſt you, and you are certain io expoſe your Cain 


as often as you hope for any Relief or Succaur from 


Them. Which thall be yet more fully evidenced in 


the Sequel. 
QVvER Y III. 


Whether the Mord (God) in Scripture, can reaſonably be 
ſuppoſed to carry an ambiguous Meaning, or to b: 
wſed in a different Senſe, when applied ta the Father 
and Son, in the fame Scripture, and even in the ſane 
Verſe * See John 1. I. 


LT OUR zo» Anſwer to This Query is, that The 
Word God, when applied to the Father, de- 
notes Him who alone has all Perfettions, &c. in and 


of Himſelf, original, underived, &c. but when ap- 
plied to the Son, it denotes one who has not his Per- 


fections of Himſelf, but derived, c. and fo th: 
Word Gad is uſed in different Senſes, ſupreme and ſub- 
ordinate. You might as well ſay, that the Word 
Aan, when applied to Adam, denotes the Perſon of 
Alam, who was aubegotten; but when applied to 
Seth, it denotes the Perſon of Seth who was berot- 
ten; and therefore the Word xz does not fignity 
the ſame Thing, or carry the fame Idea in Both 
Cafes, but is uſed in different Senſes. What | 


_ affert 


A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. III. 
ing Arians) in which He is not conſiſtent with Him. | 
ſelt, or with the Creed which He ſubſcribed, or with | 


Ul. Ou. Hl. 


much as God and Father together. 


of ſome QUE R IE S. 173 


"aſſert is; that the Word Cod ſignifies, or denotes ab+ 
ſolute Perfection, whether 


Ape to Father or Son; 
and is therefore applied in the ſame Senſe to Both. 
He that is poſſeſſed of all Perfection (Whether ori- 


gizally, or derjvativeh) is God; all that God is, God 


in the higheſt and fulleſt Senſe of the Word God. 
You are to ſhow, that Unoriginareneſs, or Paternity, 


is contain'd in the Idea or Definition of God; or 


that the Word God neceſſarily implies it. By your 
Account, the Word God, in one Senſe, ſignifies as 
4 You have no 
Ground fer This Fancy, either in Scripture, or. An- 
tiquity. The Truth is, God denotes all Perfection, 
and Father denotes a Relation of Order, and a parti- 
cular Manner of exiſting: All which you confuſedly 


blend together, as if ſignified by the one Word God. 


Hitherto then you have brought no Proof of two 
different Senſes of the Word God, when applicd to 
Father and Son. 


I muſt obſerve, that here appears to be a very great 
Change, a very material Alteration, in your Scheme, 
ſince your Writing before. God was then a mere 
Relative, a Word of Office, and always ſo, in Scrip- 
ture: So the learned Doctor had told us *, and that 
it was never intended to expreſs Metaplnſical Attri- 
buten. But now eit is to ſignify All Perfections, ori- 
ginal, underived (by which you mean xeceſſary-exiſa 
tence, as you elſe-where explain it) So that you now 
come into my Notion of the true and proper Senſe of 
the Word God ; excepting that you confound Y- 
originateneſs with Neceſſary-exiſtence, Which I keep 
aiſtintt : And as I take the Neceſfary-exiſtence into 


the Definition of God, I as conſtantly throw our 


Aer as having nothing to do in it. What 
kind of a Divinity you have left to God the Son, 


* Fes Carke's Script. Dorne, p. 296, ed. 16, 


72 y : 
RePiv, p. 119 295, 
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you may do well to conſider ; 2 excluded Him 
from the one neceſſarily-exiſting Godhead; and from 
being God in the moſt uſual and ſcriptural Senſe of 
the Word; which you had ſome Pretence to before 
while you ſuppoſed the Word God a mere Relative. 
whether 1 to Father, or Son. 

Our Diſpute about Dominion is now at an End; 
tho' it before made a great Part of This Query. 
allow that the Phraſe, Our God, expreſſes ſome Kela. 
tion of God to us, as well as what He is abſolutely in 
Himſelf. I admitted as much before *; ſo that you 
need not now have mentioned it as any diſcoverx. 

. You do not tell me in what Senſe you mak: 
Chriſt God, after you have ſtruck Him out of Thar 
Senſe which occurrs ordinarily in Scripture, and 
which is indeed the only true and proper Senſe of the 
Word; all the reſt being looſe and figurative only, :: 
I ſhow'd at large t. Inſtead of Auſwering Dithcul- 
ties, Which was the part you undertook, you turn 
Objector; thereby to hide, and cover, if pollible, che 
many Flaws in your Scheme. 

Why do you not tell me plainly, in what Sent: 
the Son is God, that I may argue the Point wit! 
you, and do Juſtice to the common Readers, who 
want to be fatisfied in ſo important a Queſtion ? 

You object ro me Thus: If none can properly be ſtiled 
God, who has nat all Perfections, how come you to leave 
out the Principal of the eſſential Perfections of the firſt Can: 
and Author of all Things? p. 173. 

To which I anſwer, that I leave out no Perfection 
at all. I ſuppoſe the Son, with the Father, to b: 
the one Cauſe and Author of all Creatures; and ther: 
is no need of ſaying Firſt, where there is never a Sc- 
cord, At the ſame Time, I ſuppoſe the Father to bc 
Father of his Son; which expreſſes a Relation 0! 


* Diſen ſe, P. 53. 
4 Defenſe, P. 49, RE. 
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Order, and Mode of exiſtence ; not any Diff-rencc in 
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Perfection in being a Father, in this Caſe, than in 
ing a Son; but Both are equally perfect, equal --:/-: 


= 


| ſary in reſpe of Exiſtence; all Things common +. 


the perſonal Characters : And Self-exiſteace, as ditiink 


from Neceſſary-exiſtence, is expreſſive only of the Ordsy, 
and Manner in which the Perfections arc in two Father, 


not of any diſtinct Perfection. With This A Wer 
the Catholick Fathers baffled the Arians and Eu ni- 
ans, objecting in the ſame way you now do: Ai. 35 
you might have known This, it might have wen 
more for your Credit to have thown the A t to 
be inſufficient, than barely to repeat a ſtale Objcct:on. 
You have little elſe but Repetition in Pages 17.1, 
175. One Argument, in a manner, is to ſerve qua 
through your Book. The Son cannot be ſapreme 
God; no, He cannot, becauſe He is a Son, becaiilc {2 
is ſubordinate, becauſe He has acted, or ſtill acts u- 
niſterially. Repeat This ever ſo often, it proves no- 
thing but a diſtinction of Perſons, Order and Offices; 
no Difference of Mature, or /erfettions, or Goalead. 
And what has the Queſtion about Szpreme Coda, 
relating to Nature and Subſtance (as God is a Word d. 


' noting Subſtance, and He is God ſupreme, that knows 


no Nature ſuperior to his own) to do with Order, or 


Offices? The Son is God ſupreme, for That very reaion 
becauſe He is a Son, of the ſame Nature, and the fame 
divine Perfections with the Father. Bt you lay, the 
Word Mature is of very uncertain, Varions, Stnification : 
And you return me the ſame looie Anſwer Which. 
Dr. Clarke gave to Mr. Nelſon &, which I ſufficiort- 
ly expoſed in my Defence F The plain Fact is, t. 
you are pinched, and you fee where, and have nothig 
to retreat to, but inſiguificant Words, 


* Clarke Reply, pag. 17, 
+ Defenſe, p. 300, 


$i 2. | 5 


What is there in the Words equality of Natur, 
more than what every Pcafant, or Child may under- 
ſtand? Man is in nature equal to Alan; Angel to An- 


gel, any individual to Another of the ſame kind: A 


very little Metaphy/icks may ſuffice in ſo plain a Thing. 
This then is 5 1 Ar. that a Sopreticy of Ord, 
or of Office is conſiſtent with Equality of Nature; and 
if the Son be in nature equal to the Father, he is alſo 
equal in Godhead, which is a Word expreſſing Nature; 
And if equal in Godhead, equally God ſupreme. Q. E. D. 
This I took to be ſound, and true reaſoning before: 
And you have been pleaſed to confirm it, by your tacit 
Confeſſion : while you avoid replying to it. 

To prove that Chriſt is God in the ſame Senſe as 
the Father 1s, I appealed to his Name wag as I 
have alſo elſewhere*, more at large. To This you 
have little to anſwer, beſides what I have abundantly 
replied to above, about Chriſt's being a Meſſenger, 
and Repreſentative, & c. 

As to what you add of Inferior Angels ſpeaking in 
the Style of their Principals ; you will conſider, that 
it is a Notion directly oppoſite to all the Antients; 
whoſe general Argument for the Divinity of God 
the Son, drawn from the Appearances under the Old 
Teſtament, would be intirely eluded, and fruſtrated 
by it: Neither could They have proved, in That 
way, the exiſtence of God the Sox, but upon a Sup- 
poſition directly contrary to you. This therefore is 
one great Prejudice againſt your Notion, and ſuch 
as ought to have Weight with you, while you make 

our Boaſts of Antiquity. Beſides, I thought you 
bad before allowed that God the Son was Jebel, 
God, Lord, &c. in his own Perſon, tho' in a ſubordi- 
nate Senſe : And I think, you then gave me a Rebuke; 
pag. 159. for ſuppoſing the contrary. Are you now 
altered of a ſudden, and become Another Man ? But 
be it fo, This ew Anſwer will ſerve no better than 

* Sermons, p. 33. RC, | 8 
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"fk 


178 A SEconD DEFENSE Qu. III. 


Qu. III. 
the former: For, as to any pretended Inſtance you 
can bring from the Old Teſtament, it will be anſwer' d, 
that the Agel was the Lagos, for that very reaſon 
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becauſe He uſed the Style of God; as it was cuſto- 
mary for Him to do. And as to your Inſtance from 
Rev. xi. 1, 3+ I own, it ſo runs in the Exgliſh; but a 
Scholar ſhould have looked into the Greek, where 
He will not find it. This you had notice of long 
ago *, 

Your Example given of the Roman Fecialis is as 
little to your purpoſe as the other, For, in the 
Words, Ego populuſque Romanus, I and the Roman 
People, I does not denote the Senate, as you imagine, 
but the Fecialis, the Herald himſelf coming in the 
Name of the Roman People conſidered in their large 
collective Senſe 3 all the Romans, Senate 
and People. And ſo you find, in Roſinus, the Herald 
ſaying, Ego ſum publicus nuncius Populi Romani : not, 
ego ſum populus Romanus, or ego ſum Senatus ; as your 
Suppoſition would require, However, I do not pre- 
0 that no Inſtance can be given of ſuch a Thing 
as a Proxy, in any Caſe wharever. But that God 
ſhould thus permit a Creature to be his Proxy, (as 
Man may permit Man) ow by no means proper 
or congruous, becauſe of the infinite Diſparity ; and 
becauſe of the inevitable Danger it would bring Men 
into, of miſtaking the Creature for the Creator, and 
miſplacing their Worſhip, which would be 7dolarry. 
You proceed, (pag. 178.) to weaken the Force of 
what I had ſaid in relation to the Name, or Appel- 
lation of Fehovah. | 

Our Diſpute is in a great meaſure ſuperſeded, ſince 
you no longer inſiſt upon the Relative meaning of 
the Word Ged ; againſt which I was then arguing. 


True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 194, 
See alſo Mr. Wade, p. 33» ho 
2 le 
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It is very indifferent to me, wie hor Vileda be 
ever an Appellatrve, (as Pitnop * anon enks) or 
always a Proper Name, as othicrs 7 Ton; provided 
only that ir be looked upon as a Name expeelh © of 
an intrinſicl Perfect, and not cf an. outward xela- 
tion. lik. Ning, Governor, &c. | 

And that it is expreſſive of nece{ary-exiirence, the 
belt Criticks, antient and modert agrec. I had ſaid 
(pag. 62. of my Defenſe) that its priviury Sy nification 
15 Being; to Which you anſwer very ſtrangely, that 
the Name chovah jignifies neither primarily, nor 
all, Subſtance or Being, but Perſons This is lite 
more thin equivocating upon the Word Signify ; 
which is low Em loyment. Let it te a ÞPcrion, 
which is What you mean by Seni, (tor, I hope, 
you do not intend 10 fay that the Word Herſon is the 
engliih for the Hemcw Fehovan) hi it ſignifics 
the nature of that Perſon, to whe the Name is gi- 
ven, to be exiſtins in the emratical Senſe, or eee? 
ſarihh-exiſting: And if it be apr';.& o more Perions 
than cue, it ſtill ſignifies tic ſane allo. You are 
fallen into ſuch a Road of talking. wittout any dis- 
tint meaning, that 1 am fomctimcs at a loſs to 
know what it is you would fay. TFechovah, you 
et ve, does not fignify Subſtance, bit the Per- 
for, whoe The Subjlance it. I beſecch you, what 
15 Perjin but Subſtance? Is it intelligent, agent No- 


thing ? Perfon, as I take it, is intelligent, acting S4. 


france; (Cho! 1 har is not a full Definition) ard fo 
the Sinfe of wha! you have faid amounts to This; that 
Jehav bh does not ſigniſy Subſtance, but the intelligent 
acting Siabſtance, whoſe That Subjiance is. Readers will 
be much ediſied by theſe very curious, ard decp Remarks, 
The Truth may be faid at once, in a very {ew words, 
that tlie Name Jehovah denotes the neceſſary-exiſien 


* Pearſon on the Creed, p. 150. Ed. 100, 
+ Brockiesby's Goſpel Theym, p. 347. 
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of as many Perſons as it is applied to; and being ap- 
plied to Chriſt, it is a Proof that He is neceſſarih- 
exiſting, as well as the Father, and one Jehovah with 
Him; ſince Jehovah is one x. You ſay, Father and 
Son being two Agents wall be two Fehovahs : But 
That, you will remember, is begging the Queſtion. 
The Father is intelligent Subſtance, and the Son in- 
telligent Subſtance ; and Both one Subſtance, one Je- 
howah, one God. You add, (pag 180.) being Conjub- 
ſtantial with Fehovah will uo more make another Perſon 
to be the ſame Jehovah, than being Conſubſiantial with 
the Father, will make Him the ſame Futher. For 
want of Arguments, I am forced to take your 1 
ings, where there is no Argument. I never put the 
Unity upon Conſubſtantiality alone f: One Man is 
Con ſubſtautial to Another, and yet They are not one 
an, nor one Subſtance. But if the Son be not ol 
Con ſub . antial, but alto One Subſtance with the Father, 
(ſtiled Jehovah) as proceeding from Him, and inſe— 
parably contain'd in Him; then He is allo ove Jeho- 
vah with Him. You have a farther Pretence, that 


* E.” M0 = 
if the Son be Jehovah, or o &, He will be unbe- 
gotten, unoriginate, &c. But your rcaſoning is lame; 


becauſe you have not proved that 0 @y either ſignifies 
unbegotten, or ever neceſſarily implies it. The Fa- 
ther indeed is o % and is unbegotten ; but not 0 GY, 
becauſe unbegotten, but becauſe neceſſarily-exiſting. 
Page 181, you come to inform the Reader what 
It is I mean by the Son's being ſupreme God: It is, 
you ſay, ſupreme in the /{rift Senſe ; God in the ſame 
Senſe, and in as High a Senſe as the Father Hin- 
ſelf; and yer, Strange Contradiction! referring all to 
the Father as Father, Head, Fountain, &c. Now, 
here is no Comtradittion at all, but what you have 
made to your ſelf, through your Confusion of 


* See my Sermons, p. 225. 
7 See my Defenſe, p. 461, 453; | 
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Thought, and your want of diſtinct Perception. For, | 


when I apply Supreme to the Word God, I mean x; 
TI ought to mean, that the Son is God ſupreme, (know. 


ing no ſuperior God, no divine Nature greater, higher, f 


or more excellent than his own) not that He is the 


ſupreme Father: Who, tho' ſuperior in Order, is not 
therefore of ſuperior Godhead ; For a ſupremacy of Or. | 


der is one Thing, a ſupremacy of Nature, or Godheal 
another. Theſe are plain Things to all that have ever 
dipp'd in This Controverſy. 


But you come a little cloſer up to me, in your 


following Words, which will indeed deſerve Notice; | 


becauſe it is running your Argument up as far as it 
can poſſibly be carried. You ſay, that upon my 
Principles, there is no impoſſibility but the Father ( 


the Occonomy had been ſo lad) might as well hat 


exerciſed the Authority of the Son, executed his Or. 


ders, &c. nay, and have been begotten alſo of the Son, | 


and from Him have received his Being. But do ni 
blend Things together which ought to be kept 44 
tinct; and then we ſhall ſec clearly into This Matte, 
ſo far as is ncedful. 

If you ask, Why that Perſon called the Son, might 
not have been Fuher; I have nothing to ſay, but 


that in Fact He is not: So it is ritten, and ſo we 


believe. The Father is Father, and the Son is Son; 


And becauſe of this Relation of Faber and Son, 
there is a natural Priority of Order (I ſay, Natural, 


not Oeconomical) by which the Son is referred up to 
the Father as his Head, and not vice verſa. 
As to the Son's acting a AMAiniſterial part, That in- 
deed is purely Oeconomical; and there was no impoſ- 
 fbility, in the Nature of the Thing, but the Father 


Himſelf might have done the fame : But it W | 


more congruous that He who 1s Firſt in Order, ſhou d 


be Firſt in Office too: And had it been otherwiſe, 


it would have been inverting the Order of the Per- 
tons; which, I think, is reaſon ſufficient againſt it. 
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To which p 
« Upon I 


urpoſe, Bp. Pearſon very juſtly obſerves * 


is Pre-eminence (of the Father) as I con- 
« ceive, may fafely be grounded the Congruity of the 


ce divine Miſſion. We often read that Chriſt was 


« ſent, from whehce He bears the Name of an 
« Apoſtle Himſelf, as well as Thoſe whom He there- 
« fore named ſo; becauſe as the Father ſent Him, ſo 
« ſeut He Them. The Holy-Ghoſt is alſo ſaid to be 
« ext, ſometimes by the Father, ſometimes by the 
c Son: But we never read that the Father was ſem 
« at all; there being an Authority in That Name 
c which ſeems inconſiſtent with this Aiſſion x. 
All This is very right in the Biſhop's Senſe of Au- 
thority ; not in yours as ſignifying Power and Domi- 
nion over a Subject; which is neither excellent, nor trus 
Divinity, but falſe and blaſphemous. 

You proceed to conſider my Argument for one 
and the ſame ſtri& Senſe of the Word God, drawn 
from Joha i. 1. which Argument the Reader may 
ſee briefly ſumm'd up in my Firſt Sermon, p. 35. 

I argued, as is uſual ft, from the Word God oc- 
eurring twice in the ſame Verſe, without the leaſt 
hint of any different Senſe.» You pretend on the 
contrary, that for that very reaſon, it muſt bear a dif- 


ferent Senſe, becauſe tis uſed in the very ſame Sentence 


by way of Contradiſtinction, p. 183. By what kind of 
Logick you draw This ſtrange Inference, I ſce not. 
Suppoſe it were ſaid, Seth was with The Afan (i. e. 
Adam) and Seth was Man: Doth it follow that the 


* Pearſon on the Creed, p. 36. 

Si ——evyangeliſta Deum alium maforem & ſupremum hic in- 
dicat. alium vero minorem & longe mequalem; incogitanter admo- 
dum Johannes, ut ait plerumque 4thanaſins, res adeo utſparatas, tine 
ulla diſtinctione, ano eodemaque vocabulo utramque Copulans, ſignifi- 
eavit: & Verbum, ait, erat apud Deum, & Deus erat Verbum. Nam 
quis non Voci Deus comunctim repetitæ eandem utrobique ſignifi- 
cationem ſtatim aptaverit? Quis en lem Vocem, bis eodem loco 
enuntiatam tam diſparata ſigniſicare putaverit ? Montfaucon, Prælim. 
Difeert, in Euſeb. Comment. in Hal. p. 22 Word 

or 
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Word Mau carries two Senſes? Or God the Fathe 
was with The Spirit (meaning the Holy-Ghoſ?) and 
the Father as Spirit; does it follow that the Word 
Spirit bears two Senſes * Would it not be rather ma- 
nifeſt in Both Caſes, that the Words ſo repeated, 
and ſo ncar one another, are interpretative of cach 
other! The Son, you ſay, is ſtiled God the Word, or 
Aeſſenger; which is more than you know. See my 
Sermons as to tlie meaning of the Name Word x. Bur 
ſuppoſe Him fo ſtiled by way of Prolepſis, (being 
here conſidered antecedently to the Creation) as ons 
that was to be ſent to create the World, and to reve:] 
the Father to Mankind; how is This at all repug— 
nant to the Doctrine of his being the one God ſpree? 
I have fo often anſwered This Pretence, that I am 
afraid of nauſeating the Reader with Repetition. You 
lay, He is diſtinguiſhed from Hin who of his on Orig. 


wal Supreme Authority ſends the Meſſage, Very true; 


Ile is diſtinguiſhed from the Peron of the Father, 
who has his Authority from none: And yet the Son 
having the ſame ſapreme Authority (if you mean Power 

and Dominion) from the Father, is one God ſupreme 
With Him. He is diſtinguiſhed, you ſay, from the 
firſt Cauſe of whom are all things, becauſe Through Him 
are all things. He is diſtinguiſhed in Perſon, and in 
the Manner, or Order of Operating; but not as me 
Cauſe from another Cauſe: For as all Things are of oz, 
and by the other, Both together are one Cauſe of l 
Things | ; their Operations undivided, their Nature, 
Power, Pcrfe&tions, and Glory one 

I had argued, that the Son was God before the 
Creation. You ſay, (pag. 183.) This infers not Su- 
premacy. Yes it docs: He was before all Creature, 
Therefore zo Creature, therefore no precarious Being, 
therefore peceſſarily exiſting, therefore equal in Nature 


* Sermon I. p. 5, &c. ä 
Lee my Sermonę, p. 54, KC. 78, 106, 111. kd 
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: and Godhead with the Father; therefore God ſupreme 
{ as well as the Father. The Link is never the worſe 
for its length, if it be but well connected. 

; I had ſaid; that the Son could not be called God, 


; in the Senſe of Dominion, oh. i. 1. becauſe He is 
1 there conſidered antecedently to the Creation, and 
C before any Dominion commenced. This, I think, is 
N ſelf-evident: But you have a mind to diſpute the 
e Point. Your Argument is, that God was merciful, 
8 good, and juſt, before the Creation, therefore alſo He 
6 Was poſſeſi d of Dominion, pag. 183, 184. 

1] That is to ſay, He was diſpoſed to Acts of Goods 


; neſs, Mercy, and Juſtice, and likewiſe to have Domi- 
nion in his owit appointed Time; therefore He had 
0 Dominion before He had it. Does not every Body 
VF Know, that Dominus and Servus, Maſter and Servant, 
» i are Relatives, as much as Father and Son, Husba; d 
and Wife, and always ſuppoſe and imply each other, 


Ts commence and fall together? Tertullian therefore was 
n very right and accurate in his Diſtinction about God 
er and Lord *; that the Father was always God, God de- 
2 noting Nature, Subſtance, and Perfections; but became 
Ie Lord in Time, as ſoon as the Creation commenced z 


Ford expreſſing his Relation to his Creatures. To 
nk proceed: 


w | I had argued for Chriſt's real and ſupreme Divi- 
| nity, from his part in the Creation, according to 
all John i; Here you have only the fame Thing over 


| again, about the Diſtinction of of , and By 
whom ; Which is nothing to the purpoſe: 


he 

es Dei nomen dicimus ſemper fuiſſe apud ſemetipſum & in ſemet- 

of iplo, Dominum vero non ſemper. Diverfa enim utriuſque Condi- 
tio. Deus ſubſtantiæ ipſius nomen, id eſt, Divinitatis, Dominus ve- 

85 10 non ſubſtantiæ, ſed Poteſtatis: Subſtantiam ſemper fuiſſe cum 

is {uo nomine, quod eſt Deus; poſtea Dominis, accidentis ſeilicet rei 


mentio Nam ex quo eſſe cxperunt in quiz Pote tis Domini age- 
ret, ex 1llo, per accctionera Poteſtatis, & factus & dictus ell Vo- 
minus. Tertull, contr, Hermog. c. 3. 


A 2 I allow 


— — 
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I allow, that the Father is primarily Creator, and 
Son ſecondarily, or ſuborainately 3 and Both one Crea- 
tor. There is a Difference of Order, or Manner, 
which yet makes no Difference of Power, or God. 
head : So that This is mere trifling; unleſs you could 
prove that the City of GedbeaT is not conſiſtent 
with the Diſtinction of Perſons, Order, or Offices ; 


which you have not done. I diſpute not whether 91 
may exprels the primary cfhcient Cauſe ; it expreſſes 
as much efficiency as bre or t*, which is all I am con- 
cerned for: And as to the different Order, or Manner 
of the Iwo Perſons concurring in the ſame Thing, 
it neither makes them 75⁵ Canſes, nor Two Creators, 
nor 7wo Gods; nor is it any Argument againſt the 
Son's being Cixſe, Creator, or God, in the ſame high, 
and full Senſe of thoſe Words as the Father. 

You have fomcthing to ſay to two Inſtances given, 


(Rom. xi. 3 6. Ileb. ii. 10.) where As is applicd to the 
Father. You interpret the Texts of his Providential 
Care: Not that Things are created, but preſerved, 
through Him. Allowing you This Conſtruction, 
( which is perfectly precarious ) yet you have only 
ſeem'd to ſay ſomething, as uſual, When, upon the 


Matter, you have really faid nothing. For if A4 
may be applicd even to the Father, who, with 
you, is the Original efficient Cauſe of the Preſervatios 
of all Things, and whoſe is the Original Goveri- 
ing Providence; (a Work and Buſineſs not leſs conſi- 
derable than the Work of Creation) what can you 


infer merely from Na being applied to God the Son! 
He might, notwithſtanding what you have here ſald, 
be efficient, and even Orizinally too, either in Creation, 
or Conſervation; for, They are near a-kin to each 
other: And fo Conſervation has been ſometimes tiled 


continued Creation, being 2 continuance of the fame 


Power. Might you not therefore have been content 
with my granting you more than you can fairly provs 
\ , ; . 
from the bare Force of dd, inſtead of labouring 3 
needls's 


1 


— r . 


— 
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needleſs Point; where, at laſt, you can make no- 


Qu. III. 


187 


thing out? I have allowed you (which I may now 
call a Courteſy) a Priority of Order: Make your Ad- 
vantage of it, You ſay it is in Words; that is, be- 
cauſe you make a Difference in Order, to be vo Di 
ference in Order; and confound Co-ordination with Co- 
equality. I deſire no greater Advantage over an Ad- 
verſary, than to ſee Him reduced to /elf-contradittion, 
and plain Defiance to common Senſe, only to keep. up 
an Hypotheſis, I admit a Difference of Order, not of 
Nature: But that Word Nature is ſo very obſcure, and 
Metaphyſical; I would ſay, That Diſtinclion is fo plain 
and obvious, carrying in it ſo entire a Confutation of 
all you have been ſay ing, or doing, that you cannot 
endure the leaſt Mention of it. You have thought 
it material to obſcrve, (p. 186.) that Things are 
faid to have been created for the Pleaſure ot God 
the Father. ( Rev, iv. 10, II.) Which is no where 
ſaid of the Son. To which I anſwer, nor twice of 
the Father. However, no Body can doubt but the 
World was created for the Sons Pleaſure, as well as 
the Father's; And to me it ſcems that the Expreſ- 
hon of St. Paul, ( All Things were created by Hun, 
and for Him ) is as ſtrong and ſiguificative as the o- 
ther. I am the more couſirm'd in it, becauſe J ob- 
ſerve that you tranſlate, or conſtrue, eis avToy Ta, 


74Ta in Rom. xi. 36. (the very ſame Phraſe here 
uſed in Coloſſ. i. 15.) To his Glory they all terminate, 
(p. 185.) which is as much as terminating in hig 
Pleaſure *, 

We are now to hold a Debate about b Jes, which 
is very needleſs in the main, becauſe I had really ad- 
mitted (to ſhorten our Diſpute) more than you could 
prove, either from Scripture, or Antiquity. I had 
allowed © Jeos to be the ordinary Title of God the 

ather, and rightly reſerved to Him, in moſt Caſes ;_ 


* See my Sermons, p. 61. 
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as his diſtinguiſhing perſonal Character “, in the 
Senſe of aur ? Yet I very well know, that 
This is more than you can prove from the Fathers, 
except from Origen; and that not from his lateſt, and 
beſt Writings. Might you not then have thought 
it ſufficient to build upon my Conceſſions, rather than 
ro make your Cauſe appear the weaker, by endea- 
vouring to give it more Strength than belongs to it? 
It is Demonſtration, that the Fathers in general 
made no Account of the Diſtinction between Yecs, 


and o Se in our preſent Caſe; Becauſe of their a 

plying a Multitude of Texts to Chriſt, where there 
is o Js, as before ſhown. Your Pretence of his 
being conſidered as Repreſentative only, has been ful- 
ly anſwer'd above: Bctides that you are fluctuating 


and inconſiſtent in your Accounts of that Matter; 
ſometimes allowing Chriſt to be what He is there 
ſtiled (viz. o Jes) in his own Perſon; and again re- 
tracting it, by ſuppoſing the Title to belong only to | 


the other Perſan, whom He repreſented. In ſhort, 
you ſcem not to know whar to determine, or Where 
to fix; fo various and unconſtant a Thing is Error, 


It being certain that the Fathers, in general, ſo in- 


rerpreted Scripture as to make no Account of your 
Diſtinction ; it will be of leſs Weight if They ap- 
pear to make more of it in their own Writings : For, 
why ſhould They fix a Rule to Themſelves , which 
Scripture (by their own Account) had not obſerved, 
but the direct contrary ? Indeed, you have two Wri- 
ters, before the Nicene Council, to produce for it, 
Clemens and Origen: As to Clemens, how little He 
made of the Diſtinction, as to our preſent Queſtion, 
may be obſerved from his manner of ſtiling the Father 


and Son together 0 Yeos , as hath been noted «- | 


bove. Belides This, I took Notice, that He often 
gives the Son, ſnugly, the Title of “ Ses: And I re 


* See my Detenle p. 69, 


ferred | 
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| To which I need only fay , They cannot without 
ſtraining, and making the Conſtruction forc'd, and 


Ts lopana dr g-, Ts 60) 
z., &c. Clem. Ibid, 


Qu. III. of ſome QUE RIES, 129 


| ferred to the Places *. You have ſomething to ſay ta 


every one of them, to ſhow how reſolute you can be 
in defending any Thing you have once pretended 


to lay a Streſs upon. To the the firſt Paſſage , you 
| fay it is only 


an Alluſion to Pſal. xxxiv. 8. And 


what then? Is it ever the leſs true, that o Jess is 
there applied to Chriſt? To the ſecond Paſſage © you 
ſay, the Ns is ſpoken of, as perſonating the Father. 
Not a Word does Clemens ſay of perſonating, but of 
the Son's being the Face of the Father 4; fo that in 
ſceing one, Both were, in a Manner, ſeen ; one be- 
ing the perfect Reſemblance of the other, and repre- 


ſenting Him (not in your low Senſe of perſonating) but 


exhibiting Him, as in a lively Mirrour, by exhibit- 
ing Himſelf. Beſides, that it is plain from Clemens, 
that the fame Perſon who was to be Man, was 5 
Jes. Was this the Father, think you, or the Son? 


To the third Paſſage ©, you ſay, that the 0 Jeos is 


not the Noyes, but a ſantified Chriſtian. But your 
better Retreat is to the various Lettion; not only be- 
cauſe your Conſtruction is at leaſt dubious, but becauſe 


if it were certain, it were ſtill an Inſtance of 9 Jess 
applied by Clemens contrary to your Criticiſm. To 


the · fourth and fifth Paſſages , you reply, that re- 
be under ſtood of the Father, 


unnatural, To the fixth®, you ſay, the Limitations 


a Clemens Alex. p. 72,132, 251, 273, 436, 832. 
An ors eas 6 9%, Clem. p. 72. 
c "Em 5 Y &1099e5 ©» Is 6 9455.6 xg; pwntiro gay - Ar- 
dear. Clem. p. 132. 
d edu 5 F 345 6 A090», 4 Qernilerey d gebs, g YIogiguray, N 
Tiv Joor, wor agi url; in 6 9106. 


e Clem. Alex. p. 251. 
f Clem. Alex. p. 273, 436. | 
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added are ſtrongly againſt me. That is only a Fan- 
cy of your own: But was not the Queſtion, whether 


o Jeos was applied to Chriſt by Clemens? An inge- 
nuous Man would either have confeſſed plain Fact, 
or have ſaid nothing. None of the Paſſages you ſay, 


give to the Son the Title (o Sess) in the abſolute and 
unlimited Conſtruclion. And might you not have had 
This Referve, if 1 had produced a Thouſand Paſſages 
with 9 Jes applied to Chriſt? I do not expect you 
faould grant 4 to be underſtood in the unlimited 
Conſtruction: you have reſolved againſt it: And if 
there were as many Inſtances in Scripture as in the 
Fathers, you might ſtill have ſome Pretence againſt 
an unlimited Conſtruction. In the mean while, What 


becomes of your Criticiſms upon a 345, if we are to 
judge from other Rules, whether it is to be undcr- 
flood with Limitatioa, or otherwiſe? Doth it not 
appear, even from your ſelf, that the inſiſting on the 
Article is very Trifling? I had likewiſe produced 
Clemens for ſtiling the Son, 9 narmxexzTw *. Here 
you tell me, it is not in an abſolute Conſſruction. And 
What if it is not? The Inſtance 1s ſufficient to ſhow 
that Chriſt is true God, upon Clemens's Principles, 
becauſe He is 0 T72YTOCLTW f , for, Clemens makes 
no Diſtinction about ab/olzte Conſtruction. But nei— 
ther can you prove that Clemens does not uſe the 
Words Toy TTY EXT, in the Paſſage cited, in 
an abſolute Conſtruction (if one can know what you 
mean by abſolute) nor if you could, would it at all 


change the Senſe of the Word TarToxe4Tawp, or 
make it ſignify any thing leſs than when applied ever 
fo abſolutely. Clemens reaſons from it in the ſame 
Manner, as He would have done from the ſame Word, 
or Title, underſtood in the fulleſt and higheſt Senſe 


* *AvevJtys 1 6 Tw ra onga vr. Fre Acyoy 1s, 2 308g @v x2uld, 
reti ver.. Clem. p. 277. | 

+ Ov > 97e GTAW; Teo 0 TH ＋ 4 % po ei ** TRY νẽ,ẽ. 
a dug deus. Clem. p. 549. | | Jo 
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that e N or Almighty can come up to. It is 
to little Purpoſe for you to ihow, that Clemens ſome- 


times ſtiles the Father o 7arTXxetTap. It is not 
Clemens his Way to uſe the excluſive Terms, in ſuch 
Inſtances, in any Oppoſition to God the Son, bur 
quite the contrary; as hath been obſerved above. As 
to Orizen, you will be able ro make no more of the 


Place cited &, than This; that as the x & excels 


all other his inferiors, ſo alſo the xis excelled by 
the Father; not in the ſame Degree, but in a cer- 


tain Senſe, as the Father is avToyJzos God from none, 
the Son God by partaking of the. Father's Godhead. 


However, if Origes, or his Iuterpolators have any 
where in Theſe Comments dropp'd any unwary Ex- 
preſſions; you will remember that they are of no 
Moment any farther than they are conſiſtent with 
Origen's certain, well-weighed Doctrine, in his Trea- 
tiſe agrinft Cælſau. 

As to Euſebius, your laſt Authority for the Diſtin- 
ction between Yeos, and 5 Jes (whatever his Prin- 
ciples were) all the Uſe He makes of the Diſtinction 
is only to prove againſt Marcellus, that the Son was 
not the Father, For, He perpetually charges Mar- 
cellus with Sabellianiſ! ; as making the $2 to be 
the Father, and vice verſa, His Words, literally and 
juſtly rendred (not as you render them) run thus. 


« The Evangeliſt could have ſaid, the Word was o Nes, 
« with the Addition of the Article, had He thought 
« the Father and Son to be one and the ſame Thing, 
<« and that the Word Himſelf was The God over allt. 
The Senſe of This Paſſage will entirely depend upon 


l ; , * . el 4 * od 
: — Asxrior vg YT an 775 u, a, eg: 6 F265 071 — Tov 
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1 right Conſideration of what it was that Euſebing ; t. 
charged Marcellus with; or how He underſtood Aa. al 
cellus to affirm the Father and Son to be the ſame 7 
Thing, or ſame God. 8 

Now, This will eaſily appear from divers Places el 
in Exſebius's Treatiſe againſt Him. He charges Mar. 7 
cellus with making the Word a meer notional Thing, P. 
fleeting and vanithing, like a Human Word, nothing . 
living and ſubſting*; He charges Him with taking ra 
it in a Jewiſh Senſe; and making no more than a v0. D 
minal Difference between the Father and his Word t: ne 


One Eſſence and one Hypoſta/is too; in the Way of be 
Sabellius. He charges Him with taking away the v 
voy Exiſtence as well as Hypoſtaſis of the Son; with th 
making one Hypoſtaſis with Three Names *, having dc 


no more than a nominal, not a real Diſtinction. Hence of 
it is plain what Euſebius, in the Paſſage above cited, ne 
meant by i % Tur, one and the ſame Thing; as gi 
alſo by making the Ayes to be Toy em air r Jean, | 
the God over all. It was making Father and Son ow th 
Perſon, as we now term it; and ſo confounding | mM 


Both in one, as to take away all real Diſtinction. You 
have therefore no Reaſon to think I had partially re. 
preſented Euſebius, when I ſaid, (Defenſe, p. 69.) that 
He made no farther Uſe of the Obſervation, about 
the Article, than to prove againſt Marcellus, that the 


A is a diſtin real Perſon, and not the Father 
Himſelf. It is you that have partially repreſented ' 
Euſcbins, either to ſerve your Hypotheſis, or for want 
of conſidering the Drift and Scope of Euſebius's Trea- 
tiſe, and in what Senſe He uſes his Terms. 

What then is the reſult of your Enquiries about 


the Piſtinction between dess with the Article, and v 
without it? 1. You have not been able to prove tha 


* Euſeb. p. 4, 19. p. 5. n 
+ Euſeb. p. 33, 35. 36. N. 


** KEuſeb. p. 167, 177. | 0 
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the Ante-nicene Writers in general took any notice at 
all of it: Two only are found, Clemens and Origen. 
The former never applics it at all to the Text of 
St. John, nor makes any uſe of it to ſhow the Pre- 
eminence of the Father above the Son: So far from 


ir, that He gives the Title of 0 Jeòs indifferently to 
Father, or Son, or to Both together, according as 
occaſion offers. The latter has indeed, in an unaccu- 
rate Work, or perhaps corrupted, mentioned the 
Diſtinction, and applied it to prove ſome Pre-emi- 
nence of the Father as being God of Himſelf, or un- 
begotten. But in his later and more certainly genuine 
Works, He has nothing of This kind, but reſolves 
the Unity in a very different way from what He had 
done in his Commentaries; anſwering the Objection 
of Ditheiſz upon quite Another Foot. 2. You have 
not been able to ſhow, that the Fathers ever 1ma- 


gined the Scripture - Style to be at all conformable to 


That Diſtinction: Nay, the contrary is evident from 
their citing a multitude of Texts of the Old Teſla- 
ment 3 and applying them to Chriſt as therein deno- 


xed by the Title of “ ges. z. You have not been able 
to ſhow, that the Fathers ever invariably, or care- 
fully, followed any fuch Rule in their ow# Se (tho? 
you confidently athrm They did, paz. 188.) For, 
beſides what hath been ſhown from Clemens, cxam- 
ples may be glven to the contrary out of the other 
antient Writers *. 4. If it could have been proved 
that This Diſtinction had been cver ſo conſtantly ob- 
ſerved; yet no certain Conſequence in favour of your 
Principles could be drawn from it: Nothing but 
what (for the fake of ſhortening a Diſpute) I would 
have admitted, without your producing any antient 
Writer for it; namely This, that the Father is em- 


* Irenæus, p. 211, 215, 271. Ed. Bened. 
Hippolytus, Vol. 1. p. 267. Vol. 2. p. 15, 20. 
Melito, cit. a Grab. Not. in Bull. p. 86. 
Origenes. contr. Cell. p. 85, 162. 
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pharically 0 Ytos, as Firſt Perſon, tho' the Son be 
Dees in the ſame Senſe: almoſt in like manner as the 
Holy-Ghoſt is emphatically 70 Tec tho' the Fa- 
ther, or Son be T1wpa, in as ſtrict and proper a Senſe 
of Tywwuaz as the other, 


You at length bring me a Quotation from Theo. 
dorus Abucara, a very Orthodox Man of the 96 


Century, allowing that in Scripture Style o Yeos is 1 
Title appropriate to the Father. This 1s more than 
the Auients would have allowed; except the Obſcr- 
vation be confin:d to the New Teſtament. However, 


you may perceive that, in the Judgment of very Or- 


thodox Men, our Cauſe is in no Danger from I his 
tamed Diſtintion*. They knew the Difference be- 


tween allowing o Jes to be an appropriate Title, 


and making the Senſe of Jets depend upon an Ar- 
ticie. 


As to John 1. 1. where the want of the Artic: 


before Sec, is made an Objection againſt us, it ſhould 
be conſidered that the Expreſſion Ses w ö Ady@ 


is juſt what it ſhould be on our Principles. The 
want of the Article determines Jes to be the Pre- 


dicate, alcertains the Conſtruction againit the Sabel | 
lians, and 1s the very Expreſſion which any accurate 
Greek Writer would chuſe, rather than the other, to 


ſignify what we underſtand by it. 


Having done with Criticiſms, you return to your | 
Logical Subtleties. J had admitted a Priority of Order, 


yet denying the Son to be God in a ſubordinate Senſe: 
Upon which you remark, Then He is God in a Co- 


* Petavjus, where he cites the Paſſage you mention, cites alſo 
Another of the ſame Author; which deterved your notice. 

O05 os d ga⁰,f,wpus At, imd i Lese, drei & wot Al’ 
O42 ainT4 Tis vf 6 TETHp £911, ws dri d F206 . Petav. Trin. 
J. 4. c. 15. p. 262. 


He 15 emphatically ſtiled God, becauſe the Father is the Union? 
or folding up, or recapitu'ation of the Trinity; as (Gregor}) | 


* the Divine has obſerved. 


ordlinat: 
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* ordinate Senſe; and what becomes of the Priority of | 
Order? 
To which I answer, that tho' He be God in a Co- 
© ordinate, or rather the fame Senſe of the Word God, 
yet He is God in a ſubordinate manner, as being G 
| of God: and now what becomes of the ſubordinate 
| * of the Word God? | 1 
. ou pretend, that ſubordinate has neceſſarily a re- 
lation to Government: which I deny. And if you 
could prove it, (as you cannot) all that would follow 
is, that God the Son is not ſ#bordinae. And then, 
inſtead of ſaying that He is ſ#bordinare, we would 
only ſay that He is 4 Son, or that He is of the Fa- 
ther ; changing the Phraſe, but {till retaining the 
Doctrine under other Terms. But it is ridiculous to 
aſſert, that a Difference of Order does not make a 
ſubordination, or an equality of Order a Coordination. 
To my Inſtance of Adam and Seth, you ſay that 70 
Adam confidered as a Governor, Scth was ſubordinate. 
Yes, and ſubject too. Bur to Alam conſidered mere— 
ly as a Father, He was only ſubordinate, and not 
ubjett. 
f You add, that Man being the abſtract Name of 4 
Species, all Mien are equally Men. In like manner, 
God being a Name for as many Perſons as have the 
Divine Nature, every Perion having That Nature, 
is equally God. You go on: Among Men a Son does 
not derive his Being from his Father but God, when 
He is ſtiled Father, muſt ahvays be underſtood to be 
| eiTia, à true aud proper Canſe, really and efficiently gi= 
ving Life, This is the Philoſophy of Dr. Clarke * + 
And it is to intimate, that tho' every Son of Man has 
the Nature of Man, and is equal in Nature to his 
Father; yet the Son of Gd muſt not have the Na- 
ture of God, nor be in nature equal to the Father. 
Excellent Doctrine! And yet you are affronted, to 


* Clarke's Script. Dot. p. $39, 273. Fd. . 
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be called Arians. The Anfwer is, that God the Fa. 


ther is not the Cauſe of his Son, in Dr. Clarke's 


Senſe; who admits no weceſſary Cauſes. Neither | 
can the Doctor prove either from Scripture, or Fa. 


thers, that ever the Son was fo cauſed by a voluntary 


Act, or Choice. In the old Senſe of Cauſe, as the 


Sun is the Cauſe of Light, the Root of its Branches, 
the Fountain of Streams, and the like, the Fath 
was ever believed to bc the Caſe of his Son, and ro 
otherwiſe. 

What you hint from Nevatian about Power, 
means only Paternal Authority, and Priority of Order 
on that Account. You conclude with ſaying, that 
I might have argued that the Son is included in ti: 
one unbegotten God, Put 1 do not find Scripture 
ſpeaking any thing of the one unbegotten God. It 


mentions the one God, and excludes all other Gods; 


wherefore the Son being included, is not aue 


God, but the ſame God. And tho' I like not the L.. 


preſſion of The unbegotten God, and the begotten (Gut 
becauſe it comes too near the Language of Dithci/n 


(which you are every where 1nculcating) yet I ial | 


make no ſcruple of ſaying, that The Father, God 


unbegotten, and The Sun, God begoticu, are both , 


Cod x. 


* See my Anſwer te Dr. Whitby, ag. 14. &c., 
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QUERY IV. 


' Whether, ſuppoſing the Scripture. Notion of God, 


to be no more than That of the Author and 
Governor of the Univerſe, or whatever it be, 
the admitting of Another to be Author and 
Governor of the Univerſe, be not admittin 

Another God; contrary to the Texts before 
cited from Iſaiah, and alſo to Iſa. xlii. 8.—— 
xlviii. 11. where He declares, He will not give 
his glory to another? 


N Defenſe of This Query, I charged you with 
Ditheiſm , as profeſſing one Author and Governor 
to be a God, and another Author and Governor to be 
a God likewiſe: Not the ſame God with the other, 
but Another, conſequently Two Gods; which is un- 
deniably evident in your Scheme. 

| You fay, in anſwer, that my Defenſe of This and 
of the following Query is in reality (without intending 
it ) an Attempt to expoſe and render ridiculous the ex- 
preſs Doctrine of St. John and St. Paul, and 10 make 

it appear inconſiſtent with the Old Teſtament, p. 195. 
The Reader, I doubt not, will be ſurprized at 
this high Flight of Extravagance. Hitherto, I 
thought I had to do with a ſober Man, however 
miſtaken in many Things. But you are now giving 
your ſelf Liberties of fach a kind as can ſcarce be 
thought. conſiſtent with that Character. What I 
expected of you was, that you ſhould clear your 
Hypotheſis of the Charge of Two Gods ; every Man 
taking it for granted, that neither St. 7ohn, nor St. 
Faul, neither Scripture nor Antiquity ever taught 
1%a 
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Two Gods. But the Charge being ſo full and plain, 
that you can no way evade it, you are refolved, it ſeem, 
to carry it off with an, Air of Aſſurance, and ty 
charge even St. John, and St. Paul with the ſame, 


You do well to put your Authorities very high, and 


ſtrong ; becauſe, I remember , * Martyr and 
Trenens have ſaid, that They could not have belicy. 


ed even our Lord Himſelf, had He preach'd up 


Another God beſide the Maker of All Things. Hoy. 
ever, if you are able to make your Point good from 
Scripture, I ſhall think it ſufficient. And ſuffer me 


once more to diſpute it with you; not to expoſe or 


render ridiculous St. Jahn, or St. Paul, (God forbid) | 
but Men of a much lower Claſs; who, when their 
Cauſe is moſt deſperate, are uſed to put on the great. 


eſt Confidence, for a blind to the Readers, Let u 


hear what you have to ſay : And do not tell me, that | | 


I am not arguing againſt Dr. Clarke and you, but agaii 
plain Scripture ; As if Scripture were plain for Tus 
Gods. | _— 


You begin with your old Pretence, that the Texts 


of 1ſaials are all exprejſly perſonal. Be it ſo: So als 
are many Expreſſions in Scripture, and Antiquity, in- 
deed in all Writers; where yet the exclaſive Terms 
exclude Thoſe Perſons only whom They were in— 
tended in oppoſitios to. It is a Rule of Language, 
common to all kinds of Authors; whereas your ri- 
gorous Interpretation of the exclzſive Terms, hi 


nothing in the Nature of the Thing, or in Cuſtom 


of Speech to ſupport it. Vou can ſcarce dip into 


any Writer, but you find exceptions againſt it. 

You endeavour farther to ſhift off the Charge 
of Ditheiſm , by retorting it upon me. But how 
wide a Difference is there in the Two Calcs ? 
As I maintain that the Son is not another God, nor 
Both Tie Gods, ſo I conſiſtently teach that Both 
are One God: You maintain, that God can be a 
Name for no more than one Perſon, that each of the 
Perſons is 4 God, and that They are not together 


one 
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"one God, What is This bur ſaying directly that They 
are rwo Gods? I may miſtake in my Hypotheſis (which 
yet has not been ſhown) but you are plainly ſelh con- 
Aemned. You have recourſe to St. Paul (pag. 197.) 
ho favotirs your Notions as little as I do. You 
ask, whether He was 4 Teacher of Polythriſm? I ve- 
*rily think not: And if your Doctrine ſtands as clear 
as St. Paul's, ail will be well with you. But do 
not father your Conceits upon the Bleſſed Apoſtle; 
He directs us, you ſay, to the one Trut God of whom 
are all Things. Yes, He tells us that the Father, of 


*2hom are all Things, is the one God, in oppoſition 
to falſe ones, to nominal Gods, and Lords: And it is 
plain, that He meant it not in oppoſition to God the 
Fon, becauſe He reckons Him God to us, (Rom. ix. 


J.) which none of the »ominal Gods are. Now, 


ſince the ſame St. Paul ſays, that there is no other 
God but one, (1 Cor. viii. 4.) it is manifeſt that tha' 


the Father be emphatically ſtiled One God, yet He 


and the Son together are not Two Gods, but One 
God *. 

You ask, Whether when St. Paul tells us, that, 
God our Saviour ſaved us through Jeſus Chriſt 
our Saviour, He does thereby preach 72 Savioars ? 
(Tit. iii. 4, 6.) Yes 2 unleſs Both be one Sa- 
viour. Wherefore you by denying Them to be One, 


make Two Saviours, as you do allo Two Gods. To 


your other Queſtion, I anſwer, that Jeſus Chriſt is 


the ſame God and the ſame Saviour, tho* not the ſame 
Perſon with Him ſtiled God our Saviour, Tit. iv. 
You go on: Did our Saviour Himſelf introduce Hea- 
then Polytheiſm, when He ſaid ( Mark xii. 29.) The 
Lord our God is one Lord, and yet immediately after 
mentions Another Lord, ver. 362 But who has 
taught you to call that Other, Another Lord? This 
did not our Saviour: You are the Pahtheiſt (and 


See my Sermons, bug. 54 
mat 
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not He) by your ſtrain'd, and falſe Comments upon 
his Words. 

This is what you call producing expreſs Scriptur, 

What you have farther, pag. 198. about Bp. Pear. 
ſon, and Bp. Bull (who are Both directly againſt you) 
is marvellous; as alſo your Account of Antiquin, 
which has been anſwer'd. Your pretence, that ng 
antient Writer ever argued againſt Pohtheiſin, by 
alledging that Chriſt is the one ſupreme God, or ind. 


vidually the ſame God, is a ſhameful Miſreport, 


manifeſt Untruth; unleſs you have ſome poor Equi. 


vocation in the Words. Tertullian, Origen, Hippolyn, 


Laclantius, & c. as many as reſolve the Unity of G4. 

head into Unity of Sul lance (as the Antients in ge 

neral do) are ſo many Evidences of your falſhocd 

For if Chriſt be one Subſtance with the Father, H: 

- one God ſupreme, God being a Name of Sub- 
ance. 


Your telling me, that I make one Subſtance , but | 


never one God, is juſt as if you had faid, I make or 
God, but never make one God; or elſe it is a weak 
begging the Queſtion. You pretend, the Unit, 
of God is ſecure by making one Original Caul:, 


Right, if you take in God the Father and God tit | 


Son into the one Godhead : otherwiſe, by excluding 
one of your Gods, you make a ſupreme God, and i 
inferior God, after the way of Fagan Polytheiſis; and 


ſo Ditheiſen is unavoidable, I asked, where the facred | 


Writers cver limited the Senſe of the Texts relating 
to the Unity, by the Word Supreme? Where da 
They fay there is but one ſupreme God, inſtead ot 
one God? You have not one Text to produce out of 
the Laws againſt 1delatry: A plain ſign that Scrip- 
ture went upon quite other Principles than your“ 
And the reaſon of it is evident, becauſe the Dcſign 
was to intimate that no other God, but the God ol 

{rael, was to be admitted. 
To have made Him ſupreme God only, would hav: 
left room for any inferier Deities to be taken in with 
Hime 


a 
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* Him. The Place of the Pſalms (Pſ. xlvii. 2.) decla- 
ring God to be Vids, or moſt high, reacheth nor 


the Point; unleſs it had been faid, you ſhall have none 


other moſt high God but Him, to leave room for lower 


Deities. There is a great deal of Difference be- 


' tween ſaying, there is one moſt high God, and there 
is one God who is moſt high: as much as between 
ſaying z there is one ſupreme King of Great Bri- 


rain, and there is one King of Great Britain who #s 


ſupreme. Your Inſtance is the more unfortunately 


choſen, becauſe the very Perſon there ſtiled Vi, 
moſt High, is by ſome of the Antients (F#ſtin Mar- 


tr particularly) underſtood to be God the Son; which 


I infer from their interpreting verle the 5 &c. of 
Him. Your other Inſtances are as little ro your 
Purpoſe : But it is pretty remarkable, that while you 
are confidently glorying of nothing leſs than plain, 
and expreſs Scripture, you are talking in a Style 
wnkuown to Scripture, bur very well kzo2-» to the Pa- 
gans, that there is one _—_ ſupreme God; intimating 
that there are inferior Gods, or one God at leaſt, be- 
ſides Him. As to your ſeveral What-Tiinkzyoa'sy 


fag. 200. I refer you to my Sermons &. 


You tell me, that o Ss, in Scripture, &c. ſigni- 
ſies the ſupreme God. Does it ſo? Then according 
to all Auiiquity, apply ing 9 3 ds to Chriſt in their Cita- 
tions of the Old I cftament, Chriſt is the ſupreme God. 
But, I beg leave to ſay, that it ſignifies only God 3 
and there is no need of ſaying ſapreme God, when 
there is no reference to an inferior God: And there— 
fore Scripture, and generally Autiquiiy, ſay nothing 
of a ſupreme God, becauſe They acknowledged ny 
inferior God; to which ſuch Expreſſions have a tacir 


reference. It was from the Pazans that ſuch Lan- 
guage was at firſt borrowed, and uſcd at length by 
ſome Chriſtian Writers, (as Arnobius, and Laitatins | 


* Sermon VII. pag. 280. 
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tho' by them very rarely; and with ſuch Cautions 
as might be ſuſſicient to prevent Miſconſtruction. 
As St. Paul was willing to adopt the Name of n. 
known God, in compliance with the Pagan Phraſe, 
to lead them into a belief of the God of the Chri- 
tians: fo ſome of the Fathers were inclinable to take 


the Name of N 4 Neos, or Princeps Deus, and to 
apply it, in a Chriſtian Senſe, to draw the oh ay in- 
ſenſibly to the worſhip of the True God, under ſuch 
a Name as They had given to a falſe one. Other— 
wiſe This kind of Phraſes is not properly Chriſtian, 
nor to be uſed by Chriſtians. 


It is one Thing to ſay God is ſupreme, is mays 


„grp, is over all, or the like, and quite another to 
ſay, There is one ſupreme God; which, in propricty 
of Speech, implies that He has Another God under 
Him. We fay of the King that He is ſupreme in his 
Dominions : But who ever talks of the ſupreme King 
of Great Britain, as if there were any other King ef 
Great Britain? Supreme Moderator and Governor, 
we fay, becauſe there are ſubordinate Moderators and 
Governors, You do well to quote Nebuchadneztar ſor 
the Phroſe of God of Gods, Dan. ii. 47. Ir was a very 
proper Expreffion for an Idolatrous King to uſe; and 

was well fuited to a Pagan Hyporheſrs. And if the he 
Phraſe occurs ciſewhere®, in the ſacred Writers, the In- 
tent is pot to ſignify that any inferior God was admit— 
ted under the ſ#preme, but hat the God of Iſrael ws 
far ſuperior to all the repured Gods of the Nations. 

Your Comment upon /. xlii. 8. — xlviii. 11. is very 
extraordinary, that God will not give the Gloyy of 
being underived (That is all your Comment amounts 
to) to Any. Certainly He will not do what He cav- 


not. But was it ſuitable to the Divine Majeſty, to 


acquaint His People, that He will not ( with Re- 


verence be it ſpoken) Do tne moſt ſtaring Con- 


tradiction, and palpable Ablurdity 4 It is evident 
that his Glory is his Worſhip, all Religious Worihip 
* Efdr. v. 8. Nehem. viii. 6. Vid. Cleric. in Loc. 


(which 
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(which might be taken from Him, and placed upon 
falſe Gods) And He would not ſuffer it, with Im- 
punity, to be transferred from Him to other Objects. 
As to your pretended mediare Worſhip, it ſhall be 
conſider d hereafter. 

My faying that God has engroſſed all divine Ho- 
nour to Himſelf, you call 4 moſt preſumptuous Con- 
tradiction to the whole New Teſtament. But as it is 
no great Preſamption to Diſpute with Men fallible 
as my ſelf, about the Senſe of the New Teſtament ; 
So I hope the Reader will not take you to be in 
earneſt, but will rather kindly excuſe a ſc paſſionate 
words, juch as Men are apt to throw out in great 
Extremities. 

You appeal to John v. 22. to prove, that God 
has given Honour and Worthip to Chriſt as Son of 
Man. This will be diſtinctly debated hereafter. At pre- 
ſent, it is enough to ſay, that Chriſt, rather than the 
Father, is to execute judgment upon Mau, becauſe 
He Himſelf is Man, (which the Father 1s not) and 
that ſo high and great an Office is an evident To- 
ken of what He is, very God, as well as very Man; 
And thcrefore all Men are to hoanowr Him even as 
They honour the Father. You have taken a great deal 
of fruitleſs Pains to ſhow, that the particular Glories 
belonging to the Son, on account of his Offices, are 
diſtinct from the Glories belonging to the Father. 
You might, in the ſame Way, have ſhown, that the 
particular Glories due to the Father under This, or 
That Conſiderat ion, are diſtinct from the Glories of 
the Father conſidered under another Capacity. For 
Inſtance, the Glory of the Father conſider'd as King, 
is one Glory, as Judge, another Glory; as God of 
the Fews one Thing, as God of Chriſtians another 
as God of Angels another. And Thus you may mul- 
tiply the Worſhip of the Father into a Thouſand ſeve- 
ral Worſhips, by as many diſtin Conſiderations. But 
as all theſe ſeveral Glorics ariſe from the Diſplay of 
his Atributes of Wiſdom, Juſtice, Goodnefs, &c. and 

T4 all 
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all his Attributes are founded in the Excellency of his 
Nature; ſo all the particular Worſhips are reduced to 
oe, as being an Acknowledgment of that one di. 


vine Nature the Root and Source of all. The ſame 


I iay of God the Son: All the particular Glories be. 
longing to Him on account of his Offices, relative to 
us, are but partial Conſiderations ot his Attriburcs, 
of his Goodacſi, Mercy, Wiſdom, &c. Which Aum— 


butcs have their Root and Foundation in the Exc. 


lency of his Nature, which Nature is the ſame with 
the Father's; And thus all the particular Glorics, or 
Worſhips, reſolve into one Glory, or Worſhip, paid to 
That Nature which is common to Father and Sor. 
But of This I ſhall treat more diſtinctly in the Seque, 

To conclude This Article, you have not been able co 
clear your ſelf of the Charge of bclicving and pro- 
ſelling Two Gods: But after a great many big Word,, 
and only Words, about St. John, and St. Paul, and 


plain Scripture; You appcar to have been doing no- 


thing clic but perverting Scripture, and depraviny 


Chriſtianity, and teaching us a e Language, as we! | 


as a new Faith, in aſſerting a ſupreme God and an . 


ferior God, inſtcad of one God. 


QUERY 


if 
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pet her Dy. Clarke's Pretence, that the Authority 
of Father and Son being One, tho they are 10 
diſtinct Beings, makes them not to be two Gods, 
As a King upon the Throne, and his Son 
adminiſtring his Father's Government, arc 
not two Kings; be not trifling and inconſiſtent * 
For, if the King's Son be not a King, he can- 
not truly be called King; if he is, then there 
are two Kings. So, if the Son be not God, 
in the Scripture-Notion of God, He cannot tru- 
ly be called God; and then how is the Doctor 
conſiſtent with Scripture, or with Himſelf * But 
if the Son be truly God, there are two Gods 
por the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as plainly as that 
one and one are two: And ſo all the Texts 
of Iſaiah cited above, beſides others, ſtand full 
and clear againſt the Dottor's Notion. 


VO go on here in the fame confident Way 

(your Confidence always rifing, as your Argu- 
ments fall) telling me that I condemn Scripture for 
giving the Son the Title of God: Becauſe, forſooth, I 
condemn you for giving Him the Title, and denying 
Him the Thing; while Scripture allows Him Both. 
You have nothing to reply, but that there is on- 
firſt Cauſe, & c. and rr wn but one God. If a Man 
were to admit This, you would ſtill never be able 
to come at the Concluſion you intend. For ſuppoſe 
the Father were allowed to be one God, as the firſt 
Cauſe, but God the Son God notwithſtanding as ne- 
Ceſſarily-exiſting ; This Hypotheſis is every whit as de- 
tenſible as yours, or more ſo : Only it is liable to the 
Charge of Ditheiſm , as your's alſo is; and the like 


/ 
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Solutions would ſerve equally for Either. This 


hint, that you may not imagine your ſelf ever able 


to gain your Point in That Way of Reaſoning. By: 
I proceed in my Charge of Ditheiſm upon your Scheme, 
You own the Son to be a God, tho' not included in 
the one God; therefore you make Two Gods. You 
have no Hopes of evading the Charge your ſelf: Bu 
you think it may be ſome Relief to bring me in to 
ſhare with you in it; and ſa you feebly endcavou: 
to retort it. I will not tranſcribe all you have trifle 
on This Head: Your Argument, or rather no Ar. 
gument, but Calumm, is, that I make #9wo ſrprem: 
Gods. Show me how. You tell me they are u 
Gods (in my Hypotheſis) tho' undivided in Subjtant, 
But this is a miſerable begging of the main Queſtion, 
that Two Perſons cannot be one God: Whereas my 


Charge of Ditleiſin upon you, is ſounded upon Thi 
plain Maxim, as plain as that two and two are four, | 


that One God and Another God are Two Gods: Or 


that two Perſons, each of which is a God, and nc: 
together one Gad, are typo Gods. Learn at length to 
ſubmit ro a ſelf-evident Maxim, and either conf 


ms Gods, or throw out the Son from being Godin 
all. You talk, in your uſual deceitfut Way, of the 


Antient Chriſtians making the ＋ 1 in the di- 
vine Paternity ts be the Aſertiou of 1 


is a Thing directly and fully to my Purpoſe, and 


25 directly contrary to yours. For, the Antients from 
This Principle concluded that all the Three Perſons | 
are owe God ( which Biſhop Prarſon obſerves) and 


You, in Contradiction to the A4ztients, infer from thc 
ſame Principle, that they are not one God: Was there 
ever a more ſhameleſs Abuſe upon the ignorant Rca- 
ders ? | have recited the Paſſage of Biſhop Pearſon, 
(which you refer to) once before, and ſhall now again 
(if it be poſſible to make any Impreſſions upon your 


Modeſty) cite it to your Shame, for thus impoling 


on your Readers. 


« Thi 


e Unity : Which | 
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This Origination in the divine Paternity hath 
ee antiently been look'd upon as the Aſſertion of 
« the Unity : And therefore the Son and _ 


„ Ghoſt have been believed to be but ove God wit 


« the Father, becauſe Both from the Father, who 
« is one, and ſo the Union of Them*. This is 
a true account of the Avtients, worthy of That 
great Man; while yours is fo entirely falſe, that were 
it not that you have the Privilege of writing with« 
out a Name, one might think, that pure Regard to 
your Character might deter you from theſe Liberties. 

How have you the Aſurauce to repreſert my No- 
tion as different from Bilhop Pearſons, hen every 
Body that has ſeen my Books, knows that Biſhop 
Pearſon's and mine are exactly the ſame? Do not I 
every where aſlert the Paternity, and reſolve the Uni- 
ty, as the Biſhop with all the Antients does, into Uni- 


ty of Subſtance and Original ? All the Three are 


ane God, becauſe Two are referred up to one Father 
to whom they adhere, and from whom They derive 
their Subſtance, the ſame divine Subſtance with His. 
J had reduced you to This Dilemma, either to aſſert 
Two Gods, or to make 0 God of the Son; which 
I call'd #ngodding Him. Inſtead of an Anſwer, you 
give me a Rebuke; as uſual, when fore preſſed. You 
pretend, that you declare the Son to be God, as 
much as Scripture does: And ſo will any Socinian or 
Samoſatenian ſay, while He ſuppoſes Him never to 


have exiſted before He was Man. By the ſame or the 


like Argument you may make a God of every Angel, 
in as much as Angels are called G, in Sctiprure. 
But while, notwithſtanding, you deny the neceſſary- 
exiſtence of an Angel, and make his Title nominal , 
who ſees not that you deny Him to be God? And 
thus do you with God the Son. The Cafe 1s mani- 
felt: And an ingenuous Man would rather give up 


& Pearſon one Creed, p 4% 
jo 
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fo plain a Point, than expoſe Himlelf by inventing 
little Quibbles to make Things appear what They 
are not, and to keep up a Show of believing what 
He bclieves not. 

But I am next to be charged as #»godding the Son. 
Let us hear liow : You have been hitherto very unhappy 
in the Way of retorting. I aſſert Him to be God in 
as high a Senſe as the Father. Well, how is This 
ungodding Him? Here you are filent. But I acknow. 
8 Him to be derived, ſent, to execute the Fa. 
ther's Orders, &c. Show me then that either his 
being a Son, or being ſent, is any Way inconſiſtent 


with Equality of Nature, or Unity of Godhead : Here | 
you arc loſt again. But you come trembling to tel! | 


me, I ungod the Father. You ought to tremble ut 
ſuch falſc and unrightcous Accuſations, Well, how 
do I do it? By aſſerting Another independent, Ano 
ther ſupreme Lord, &c. Wonderful; when my Buli- 


nels is to maintain, that He is not Another independent | 


ſipreme Lord, but the ſame Lord. I deprive Him, 
you ſay, of his original independent Supremacy. What? 
of his Paternity? But I own Him to be Father, 
and firſt conſider'd in every Thing common both to 
the Son and Him. You have made nothing our 1n the 
Way of retorting. Come we next to Tertullian, and 
Athenagoras; to ſee whether They agree with You, 
or Me, in reſolving the Vzity. The Criterion is This: 
tt They take Father and Son Both into the one God, 
They are mine; if They ſeparate the Son from the 
Father, making Azother God, or no God of Him, then 
They are your's. Tertullian, you ſay, founds the 
r of God upon the Supremacy of the Father alone, 
ia the Government of the Univerſe. That is falſe ; For 


Tertullian makes all the three Perſons of one Authority, 


ane Siate, one Subſtance, becauſe one God, They aie 
his very Words cited above f. Neither are you able 
to prove any Thing contrary to it , out of all his 


Works. I referred you to a Paſſage of Tertullian, 


+ Pag. 105. 
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where He rejects the Notion of an inferior God, as a 
Pagan Dream“: And to ſhow how conliſtent He 
js with Himſelf, He makes the Sen not an inferior 
God, but the ſame God with the Father; And He 
applies the general Maxim to the particular Caſe of 
Father and Son +, as having the ſame Divinity, fame 
Power, &c. Your Pretence of Tertullian's making 
the Son ſubordinate, is meanly equivocating upon a 
Word. He makes Him ſubordinate, as I alſo do, in 
Order, or Office, not in Dominion: And you are very 
ſenſible that while you are pleading Tertallian's Ex- 
reſſions in Favour of your Notions, you make Him 
all over inconſiſtent, and contradictory to his own plain 
and avowed Principles. You might at This Rate, 
quote all the Poſt- nicene Fathers; who allow of a 
Subordination as much as Tertullian. You run out 
(p. 211.) upon the Hiſtory of his Diſpute with Mar- 
cion, as if That were any Secret. Aſter a great many 
Words, you have nothing to elude his Teſtimony 
againſt an inferior God, but a precarious Fiction, or 
Conjecture, that He would not have own'd the Son 
to be Summem magnum, the ſupreme Being; | io' He 
lainly docs own it in making his Subſtauce the ſame 
with the Father's, and aſcribing the fam? Diviairy , 
Power , and Quality (unius Status) To Him. Your 
Cavils about Derivatio , and Portio have been conli- 
der'd above (p. 104.) But you lay great Streſs upon 
Tertullian's ſuppoſing the Summum mamnum, theo ſiprexe 
Being to be arbegotren, Which you think mult exclude 

* Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibus Nationum, qu ft 


ET 4 NT Sr | 
quando coguntur Deum confiteri, tamen & Allos infra fium volunt. 


Divinitas autem gradum non habet, ut pute unica. Contr, Herms. 


6. 7. Deus non erit dicendus, quia nec credeudus nib Sammem 
magnum. Nega Deum quem dicis deteriorcm. CN. Marc.“ 1. 4 6. 


F Tres autem non ſtatu ied gradu, nec Su ituaria fed Fo m2, 
nec Poteſtate fed Specie: Nuius autem Sulf: ata, & units Stalus, 
un Poteſſatis, quia wnrs Deus. Cont, Pram. c. 2. 

Trinitas unius Divinitatis, Pater, Fitus, & Spiritus ſanctas. De 


D d the 


| Pud'c, 6. 41. 
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the Son. But, under Favour, it is never Tertullian; 
Way to exclude the Son. Father and Son together, 
upon his Principles, were the one unbegotten eternal 
Subſtance, till the Generation of the Son: And then 
the Son was bezorten, the Father unbegotten, and Both 
ſtill the ſaz-e Subſtance as before, under a different 
Occonomy. You would inſinuate, as if the Son was 
(according to Tertullian) begotten into a Perſon, jul 
before the Creation, by the good Pleaſure of the Fa. 
ther. I refer the Reader to Bp. Bull, for a Confu— 
tation of this weak and groundleſs Charge, I may 
however take Notice of it, as a Thing very par- 
ticular; that, till you have made the Antient: 
the moſt ſizpid Men that ever lived, you preſume not 
to claim them as Advocates for your Opinions. Is ita 
fair Way of dealing with Authors to ſtrain and wrek | 
their Lxpreſſions to a Scnſe directly repugnant to | 
their known, and ſtanding Principles? Could not you | 
do the ſame by Athanaſius Himſelf, if you were ſo 
diſpoſed, and claim all the Poſt-niceve Fathers, as wel! | 
as Ante-niceue, by the help of the like Chicanc? 
The Queſtion, you ſay, is not whether Tertullian 4. 
ways ſpeaks conſijtemly: And you are not, you fiy, 
vinaicating Tertullian's Reaſoning , but ſuch plainly i: 
his Notion, In this Way of talking, I know not 
why you ſhould not put in your Chaim to all th: 
Orthodox Men that ever wrote upon the Trinity. 
For, as you think Them all inconſiſtent, it is only | 
taking thoſe Principles which you may be able to 
ſtrain ro a Senſe agrecable to your Notions; and then 
you may claim their Countenance and Authority; 
much in the ſame Way as Dr. Clarke has ſhown you, | 
in reſpect of our Creed, and Liturgy. The Reader, 
I hope, fees, Ly This Time, what your Boatts of | 
Antiquity amount to: Little more than the ſame 
Game over again with the Autients, which the | 
Door had bifore practiſcd with our Church's | 
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You are next finding fault with my Account of 
Tertullian, pag. 8 24. of my Defenſe. The Objection 
I faid, as Tertullian reſolved it, was, that the Autho- 
rity would not be one. I thought my putting in the 
Parentheſis (as Tertullian reſolves it) might have been 
hint ſufficient to a Man of ordinary Acumen. I knew 
what the Objectors meant by AMonarchia; and I 
knew alſo, to what Senſe Tertullian turned it in his 
Anſwer: Which, it ſeems, you did not attend to. He 
tells you, from his Knowledge of Greek and Latin, 
that Monarchia ought to ſignify ſrrgulare & unicum 
Imperium, one ſingular Government or Authority : And 
under This View, he proceeds to anſwer Praxea's 
Objection about Monarc hia. But, you ſay, This Inſtance 
of Tertullian may ſerve to ſhow that Father and Son 
are not 7T»yo Monarchs, but that the one Monarch muſt 
be He only in whom the Authority is Original. But 
then you'll conſider that hereby you make the Son no 
Monarch: And ſo inſtead of making the Father and 
the Son One God (which This Example was intend- 
ed to illuſtrate) you make the Son no God at all; or 
elſe you make a ſupreme God, and an inferior God, that 
is 7wo Gods, Which you pretend to ditown. Nor 
can you ever come off from ſo evident a Dilemma. 

I fay then, that Tertullian's Similitude, tho' it an- 
ſwered his purpoſe, does not at all ſerve your's. And 
therefore, I obſerved to you that Tertullian reſolved 
the Unity of God not into the Father's being ſole 


Monarch, which would have been giving up the Di- 


: 3 
vinity of God the Son, but into Unity of Power, 


Subſtance , Godhead , common to Both; taking Both 
into the one Godhead, and one God. Had you done 
ſo too, you had done wiſcly, and might then have 
claimed ſome Countenance from Antiquity ; Which 
your Novel Scheme is directly oppoſite to. 

Unity of Subſtance, you ſay, can never make 110 
equally ſupreme Monarchs one God. But it may make 
Two Perſons, conſidered as equally ſupreme over all, 

2, to 


212 A SECOND DEFENS A Qu. V. 


to be but Cze Monarch, and One God; and that's as 
Well. 

I had ſaid of Athenagoras, iat He reſolves the 
Unity of Godhead into Unity of Subſtance and Ort. 
ginal. A. Te lay you, Tue. of Sul, tance, ard Vaity 
of Original were the ſame Tust. 1 do not fay they 
are preciſcly the ſame: For then 1 need not live 
mentioned Both. But This 1 ay, that no Vai of 
Snbjtance, unleſs the Original was one, fo as to make 
the Subſtance as it were of the ame Stock, would be 
ſufficient upon the Principles or the Antients. 

I very well knew what I was talking about. I WO Ano- 
7iginate divine Perſons, however otherwiſe inſeparabie, 
would be 730 Gods, according to the Aatients. But it 
one be not only C abſtantial, but alſo of the other, and 
referred up to lim as a Had or Fountain, Two 
ſuch berſons were believed to be one God, This was 
th. Catholick Method, not of making the Father „- 
Sh, but Father and Son, One God; which was ir 
pious Care, and truly Chriſtian Concern, and ww 
They expreſſed on all Occaſions againſt Fews, Pa- 
aus, and Herctichs. 

Your Obſervations on A benagoras, are anſwered 
above. You hive in This Page (paz. 216.) and the 
following one the ſhrewdeſt way of talking I have yet 
mer with, You have diſcovered, it ſeems, that my 
Principle; and yours are the very fame; and that we 
nccd not diſpute longer. Indeed, I was wondring at 
your Dulinels in not making the Diſcovery ſooncr. 
For I very well kac that you could never bring over 
the Autieats to your Principles, but you mult at the 
fame Time take Me liv along with Them: And the 
very ſame Arguments which you make uſe of to 
draw them in as Advocates to your Cauſe, muſt of 
courſe draw Me in too; being inviolably attach'd to 
Them. You have thereſore here done me Juſtice, 
undeſignedly. IT am really on your fide, as much 2s 
ever the Aatients wire: And you are very conſiſtent 
liz taking me in wich Them. But the e 
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| that the pretty way you have of fetching any thing, 


or any Man you pleaſe, into a ſide, and forcing them 
into your Service, is become greatly Contemptible; 
eſpecially after the Attempts made upon ſuch Men as 
Biſhop Pearſon, and Biſhop Bull, and upon our 
Creeds, Articles, and Liturgy. You have carried the 
Wile too far: And now every Body fees through it. 

But let us hear, at length, how it 1s that I am 
brought over to countenance your Principles; And 
let the Reader, from This Inſtance, make a Judg- 
ment of the reſt. You proceed thus: If ihe Vnity of 
the Godhead is to be reſolved into one Head, Root, 
Fountain, and Father of all, the Son who is not the 
Head, Root, Fountain, &c. cannot be Himſelf That 
one ſupreme God which is the Father, Head, Root, and 
Fountain of all. Thus, after you have ſwelled your 
ſelt up with Aſſurance, and your Reader with Ex- 
pectation, you produce nothing but the filly Sophiſm 
about This, and That; which 1 be;ore (p. 56.) promilcd 
to diſmiſs, where-ever I ſhould find it. 

My ow# Hands, you tell me, have intirely deſtroyed my 
own Scheme. Happy for me, that 1 am here to antwer for 
my ſcit; when with Bp. Pearſon, Bp. Bull, and almoſt 
all rhe Aaticnurs*, I am called in to countenance ſuch 
Notions as I had not only acteſted, but formally con- 
futed. You tell me, bad J refted here (that is, in al- 


* You ſcruple not, pag, 218, to cite Athanaſius, IIilary, and Gre- 
gory Nazianzen, as making the Father the Only God; as if They 
alo intended to exclude the Son from the One Godhead. Such as 
have ever looked into Thoſe Writers themſelves, inſtead of taking up 
Scraps at Second-hand, cannot want an Anſwer to ſuch weak Preten- 
ces. I ſhall think is ſufficient to refer you to a few Places of theſe Threg 
Writers, to give you a juſt Notion of their Principles ufon this Head. 

Athanaſius, p. 556, 878. in Pal. p. 75. 

Hilarius 836, 859. 

Grogor. Nazianz. Orat. 36. p. 586. | 
As to your Pretence that you cannot find that any even of the Poſt- 
n:cenes, of the 4 Century ſaid that the Son was equal in Autho- 
rity and in all Perfections; it is either à poor Quibble upon the 


Word Authority, or elſe betrays your great want F reading, 
| | ferting 
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ſerting the Father to be Head, Root, &c.) the Contro- 
very had been at an end. Now, if it may contii. 
bute any thing to end one of the idleſt Diſputes, to 
ny no worſe, that ever was begun amongſt us, I beg 
leave to aſſure you that I do reft there: And, by ſo doing, 
T have at once taken from you, as I humbly conceive, 
all your Pretences both from Scripture, and Aw'iquity; 
leaving you nothing but your Meraphyſicks to truſt to; 
which after repeated Experiments, you have found 
very unſerviceable, and lighter than Vanity itſelf. 

After you had taken notice of what I had granted, 
as to the Father's being Root, Head, Fountain, &, 
vou ſay, if this be true as I have fully prove, 
&c. And you refer to what you had done abort, 
adding ſome other Authorities in the Margin. 
The Reader here cannot but obſerve how ume 
countably you have ſpent vour Time and Paine, in an 
elaborate Proof of what I had readily before grantcd, 
This is what commonly, and very juſtly, goes undy 
rhe Name of [mpertizence; and is a Method almol 
pccutiar to Thoſe who having once eſpouſed a bat 
Cauſe, have an After- game to play for their own Fe. 
putatica, more than for the ſake of the Care Ihe) 
are entred into, to carry on the Appearance of a Di 
pute, after the Diſpute is really ended. What other 
Account can be given of your filling fo many ted. 
ous Pages with Quotations from the Aztients, really 
roving nothing but what J had ingenuouſly admitted 
before, I:aving it to you to make all the Advantag: 
you poſſibly could of it? 

The Reader here may again plainly fee, thi: 
your pretended Arguments againſt me, are not mort 
againſt me than againſt the Autients, by whoſe Princi- 
ples mine mult either ſtand or fall. And while you ar: 
charging me with Centradictions, the Charge ai 
equally upon Them; whoſe Faith I follow, and 
whoſe Principles I here maintain. It may be {cn 
with half an eye, that you deal with the Auticn 
juſt as you do with Me. You pretend firſt to 25 
| | their 
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their Notion- into contradittory Principles; and then 


you take one part of the pretended Contradict ion and 
play it againſt the other part; cxying out, the Antients, 
the Antients, all the way; with much the ſame Juſtice 
as you can, when you have a mind to it, cry out, The 
Creeds, The Articles, The Liturgy, and what not? 
You tell me, (pag. 217.) of my perpetual Self-con- 
tradiction. Now, it you are able to prove it, you'll 
do ſomething: If not, you only betray your own 


want of Judgment, or fairneſs, in making the Charge. 


As to the Perfection you imagine in the Father as 
ſuch, more than in the Son, I — any, except what 
is contain'd in a Mode of exiſting, or Relation of Or- 
der. You go on Cavilling, in a childiſh manner, 
againſt Unity of Subſtance, Individual, Numerical, 
&c. which kind of Cavils I abundantly anfwered 
again and again in my Defenſe, and ſhall not repeat. 
Homogeneous Subſtance and inſeparebility amounts with 


you to Subſtauces united. You ſhould have avoided 


This, becauſe you hereby charge your Friend the 
Doctor with making the Divine Subſtance a Heap of 
Subſtances united. If there cannot be Subſtance and 
Subſtance without Subſſancet, the Doctor and you 
are in a lamentable Caſe ; while you ſuppoſe the Di- 
vine Subſtance to be extended: For you thereby ſup- 
. Him compounded of innumerable Srbjtances. Learn 
ercafter ro have your Thoughts more about you, when 


you are charging Contradlictious. 


I had ſaid in my Defenſe, p. 84. that the Fathers 
believed God to be a Word denoting Srbjtance *, 
not Dominion only. You are unwilling to let This 
pals, notwithſtanding that you have changed your 
Mind in this Point of God's denoting Dominion Only, 


* See Tertullian above. p. 190. 
\ \ — A / ml ” 
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ſince your laſt Time of Writing. Now the Word, 


you ſay, denotes the Perſon whoſe the Subſtance is: 
That is, the Subſtance whoſe the Subſtance is; Por 


Perſon denotes Subſtance. As to YtoTnys, which he. 
fore ſignified, with you, divine Dominion, it now lige 
nifies divine Dignity and Authority. And it is plc. 
fant to obſerve, how you can change the Senſe of 
Word, and yet give the very ſame reaſon for the 
new Senſe; as before for the o one. We were be. 


fore told, that Seins, like arIpwrimys, and 4! 
other Words of the like formation, always ſfronifies a. 
vine Domizion x. Now, YeoTvs, like arIpariny;, 
and all other Words of like formation, always ſignif 
divine Dignity and Authority. That 15 to ay, Once 
upon a Time, it abvays ſignified an outward Kelatio:, 
expreſſed by the Word Dominion: But now it aha; 
ſignifies ſome #ntrinſick Perfection, expreſſed by th 
Word Dignity. I hope, the next Time you writs, 


it will abways ſignify Divine Nature, like *ArSpur!- 
anus, (which ſignifies the Human) and all other Tire: 
of like formation. I gave many plain Examples f 
This ſignification, by References in the Margin, 0. 
my Defenſe t. One would think that you, in your 
reply, had a mind only to divert the Reader. You 
tell me, in the Paſſage of Aelito, GeoTHsy is expreilly 
oppoſed to arJpoTiT1s. I know it, and I choſe it, 
for That very reaſon; becauſe, as ayIp@ToTHs there 
undoubredly ſignifies Human Nature, in concreto, ſo it 


determines the Signification of Sens to the Diviz: 


Nature. Beſides that your own Notion of Dignity, (if 


vou have any Senſe in it) falls in with mine of Subſt: 
For Whatever expreſſes intrin/ick, Dignity (and not mere 
outward Relation) expreſſes the Nature, and Subſtance, 
the Scat and Groved of that intrin/ick Dignity. 

You paſs over a Page or two of wy Defenſe, till you 
ſind ſomething to carp at: And it is my ſay ing that the 

* See Dr. Clarke's Replies, p. 283. 

+ Detenſe, p. By. 394. 
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Sabellian Singularity conſiſted in making the Godhead 
wr Tpiown@r, one ſingle Hypoſtaſis. To which you 
reply, that the comrary is notoriouſly true, that the Sa- 
bellians ſappoſed God to be he \C290;21015 Texmpiouw mes. 
Now, ot all Things, there is nothing more con- 
temptible among Men of Senſe, than Pedantry about 
Words. Men of Learning know that the Word 


me3rme has been ſometimes uſed to ſignify only an 
Appearance, or Maaifeſtation , or Chara ter: In 
This Senſe, the Sabellian Tenet is, that the Godhead 
15 uid UTTUFEL NG Tent Tmun'©)>, one Hypo/taſis under 
Three Perſons, that is, Names, Appearances, Cha- 
rafters; the ſame being either Father, or Son, or 
Holy Ghoſt, according to his ſeveral Manifeſtations, 


or different Appearances. But then the Word es- 
ow 77 has been likewiſe uſed to ſigniſy the ſame with 
Hypoſtaſis, a real Perſon &: In this Senſe, the Sabel- 
lian Principle makes the Godhead uoroTpinon ©), or 


e? / 
& @25w70%, one ſingle Perſon f. Bur I am weary 
of inſtructing you in ſuch kzows Things as you ought 


* It is thus uſed as early as Hippolytus. Contr. Noct. c. 7. c. 14. 
in which Senſe alſo Tertullian frequently uſes the Latin Word Per- 
ſona. Gregory Na xianxen makes it indifferent whether to fay, vargu- 
ou; Or 7;c0w7, provided the meaning be ſecured. Orat. 39. p. 630. 
By degrees the Words came to be indifterently uſed, one for the 
other, as Damaſcen has oblerved to have been common with the 
Fathers. 

Xu 5 HVDX 4? WG Of 4711 rer igt: U705M0V X44 H, Uo C - 
br UT Excthemauy, To KAY tuure 1eourd TW f Beleg V o⁰ν L 
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lader. Damaſc. Dialect. p. 46. 

+ Tepias Niggi, opgian A HG TH He TH ⁰νν THO mETLLe 

vuαο . > ru Tf60w7e) rarpbs xa you, &. 
Baſil. Homil. 27. p. 602. 

Uebe is many Times uſed, in this Homily, to ſignify the 
fame with vziszos, | 

O99 raw i, ͤ A ⁰ 21:0 ug ©» ty Tporumer fav, Thid. p. 606. 

Mice vrTd5mnoiy nor / G Tov rar ięœ SN 'y5v @ Toy 4349 71042, 
2 ty Tpiw»vugy Treawnay, Theodor. de Sabellio. Hæret. Fab.l 2.c.9. 

Sabellius cum veram Trinitatem intelligere non voleret, 
unam eandemque credidit {ub triplici Appeliatione perſonam. Leon. 
M. Serm. 23. p. 155. ed. Quenell. 
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to have been well verſed in, before you engaged in 
This Controverſy. I excule your telling me, that | 


rm ariſeſtly contraditt all Antiquity, by ſuppoſing (DEE 
7 and Hypoſtaſis (ſometimes, tor 1 never pretend they 
do a'ways) to mean the ſame Thing. I charitably be- 
lieve you ſpoke it in your Simplicity, not deſigning 
any Rlifreport, but for want of knowing better. 
Upon cnquiry into this Matter, the Truth appear; 
to me to he thus. Upon the firſt broaching of th: 
Praca and Noctian Hereiy, which charged the Cz 


tholick Doctrine with Tritheiſm, the Ve of the Term: | 


Suliſtauce and Perſons came in: The Catholicks plad- 


ed, that They did not aſſert Three Gods, but Th» Her. 
ſens only; meaning by Perſons, real Perſons, as is plain 
of Tlippoiyins, and Tertz:llian, Such was the entient Co 
tholick Senſe of -@egwmy, and Perſona. Aﬀtervard 
came Savcllizs, who reviving the Praxcan and Netticn 
Doctrine, yet thought it prudent to adhere to the C. 
tholickx Terms of One Sub, auce, or One God, and 
Thrce Perſons, But then He miſinterpreted Perſen, 
underſtanding It of 4 Atanifeſtation , Or Repreſent asi, 
&nlv, aud nothing real, or ſubſtantial. 

Thus, after the manner of Hereticks, He kept to 
the Church's Language, but depraved and corruptcc 
the Church's Scnic. From this Time One God and 
Tree Feiſous became an ambiguous Phraſe, capabi: 
either of a Catholich or Sabellian Senſe. As to th: 
"Fruth ct the Fact, I ground it chiefly upon what! 
have obſerved out of Hlippolytus, and Tertullian: and 
that it does not appear that either Praxcas or Noetu; 
ever talked of Three Perſoiis, as Sabellius did after. 
He was the firſt that introduced the Theatrical Senſe 
of Perſon into Chriſtianity, making the re Mc 
to be 41YTggzrrax, While the Catholick Notion was of 


TEL SD cn mT oat. There was but a very ſmall 
Variation in the Words, but a very great one in th! 
Senſe and Application. One Thing however I may 
remark, that there is a flight Difference berween 
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vmcans, and fegrwrror, that the former may be ap- 
plied to inanimate or irrational Things, the lattcr to 
Rational only: When therefore I ſay that they are of 
the ſame Import, I would be underitood to mean only 
when applied to rational or intellizent Things. 

You proceed to mention an incidental Thing, 
which, in common Prudence, you might better have 
omitted. In order to vindicate your Notion of there 
being but Ore God, while you ſuppoſe another God 
under Him, you had asked me whether 7ſerod the 
Great was not King of Judea, tho' the Jews had no 
King but Cælar? To which I civilly anſwer'd, that 
Herod the Great had been dead above Thirty Tears be- 
fore the Time when it was ſaid, that the Zews had uo 
King but Cæſar. You had here committed a Chrone- 


logical flip; ſuch as ingenious Men, thro' haſte, may 


be ſometimes apt to fall into. But you are pleaſed to 
quarrel with me for putting when rhe Jews, inſtead 
of the the Fews. IT own the Fact: for, I ſuppoſed 
you to mean, being a Man of Senſe, that the 7-9 
Kings were alive, when it was faid the Jews had n 
King but Ceſar. For, otherwiſe you mult be ſenſible of 
a great Inadvertency in your Argument; which was 
intended to prove that there may be 7 Kizgs (as 
Two Gods) at the ſame Time; and yct the Name of 
King (or God) devolved intirely upon the ſuperior. 
Now, whether you'll ſubmit to a flight Slip in Chro- 
nology, or to a groſs Blundern in the Argument, is all 
one to me: But a prudent Man would have pals'd a 
Matter over quictly, which could not be called up 
again but to his own Confuſion. You tell me now, 
that Zlerod was King under Ar7ruſ/ns. Very right: 
But how do you prove that, «at That Tizze, the Fes 
bad no King 45 Ceſar? There by the Pinch of the 
Difficulty; which it is a Wonder a Man of your Acu- 
men ſhould not be able to perceive. 
i We have nothing more, that is matcrial, under 
This Query. The Charge of proſeſſing Two Gol re- 
mains ſtill unanſwer'd: and muſt remain till you think 
„ L e 3 proper 
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proper to diſcard God the Son from all Religious Har. th 
ſhip. Then indced He will be no longer God to us, IL. 
any more than Augels, or Magiſtrates, or other Nomi— | ge 
nal Gods: And you may then reſt conſiſtently in ox Po: 
God, and no more; namely, in God the Father. Li 
Su 
wh 
Q-U EK Y VI. are 
1718 
Whether the ſame Charadteriſticks, eſpecially ſuch = 
eminent ones, can reaſonably be underſtood of ont 
Two aiſlinct Beings; and of one Infinite and wh 
Independent, the other Depenaent and Finite! Th 
l 
OUR »ev Anſwer to This Query is, the 
I. That the Characters can no more be under— to 
hood of Two diſtinct Perſons, than of Two diſtinci yol 
Beings. of 
To which I anſwer, that it may be proved from at © 
Scripture that the Characters belong to Two Perſons: IS C 
it cannot be proved that They belong to Two Beings, ſtof 
much lels that they belong to Two ſuch diſparate, fur 
and unequal Beings, as you ſuppole Father and Son fam 
to be. | ſam 
2. You anſwer, ſecondly, that the Characters are upC 
not the ſame, becauſe Powers derived and wnderived | VE 
are not the ſame. \ 
This anſwer is very contrary to the Sentiments of dom 
wiſer Men, who have argued the other way, that if you 
the Powers had been equally x»derived, they had not not 
been the ſame in the Two Perfons* : But as one of 7 7 
the Bu 
Perl 


„ 
* In duobus ingenitis diverſa Divinitas invenitur : in uno autem 
gexito ex uno ingenito, naturalis unitas demonſtatur. Fulgent. contr. 


Arian. p. 59. 

St ambo vocarentur Patres, eſlent profecto Natura diſlimiles. uli 
Unuſquiſque enim ex ſemetipſo conſtaret, & communem ſubſtan- 7 7 
tiam cum altero non haberet; nec Deitas una eſſet, quibus una ns: 10 


tura non eller, Idem, p. 52. 
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the Perſons is derived from the other, being Light of 


| Light, God of God, Subſtance of Subſtance, Both to- 


gether are oye God, one Subſtance, &c. And the ſame 
Powers are common to Both; as there is the ſame 
Life in Root and Branches, the ſame Light in the 
Sun and its Rays, the ſame Virtue in the Center and 
what proceeds from it. And tho' no Compariſons 
are ſufficient to illuſtrate Infinity, and there mult be 
a grear deal more than we are able to conceive; yet 
there is no Principle of Reaſon to contradict T his 
Notion, that the ſame Powers, Properties, Perfecti- 
ons may be diverſly conſidered in the Fountain from 
whence they flow, and in the Streams to which 
They deſcend. 

You your ſelf can give no tolerable Account how 
the ſame Powers, Attributes, & c. are equally diffuſed 
to infinitely diſtant Parts of the Divine Swbſtance, as 
you conceive it under Extenſion: Nor is our Notion 
of the ſame Powers being common to Three Perſons, 
at all more unconceivable, or inexplicable than your's 
is of the other *. So that here let us be content to 
ſtop where it becomes us, and not pretend to mea- 
ſure Infinity. You ſay, the Powers are no more the 
ſame than the Perſons are: Nor, certainly, lels the 
ſame, than the Subſtance is. All this will depend 
upon the ſettling the Senſe of Samene/s, and the ſe- 


veral kinds of it. 


When you are able to explain to me how the Mie 
dom reſiding in one part of the Divine Subſtance (on 
your npotheſis of Extenſion) is the fame, and yer 
nt the ſame with the Wiſdom reſiding in any other 
Part; I may then be able to account for the degree 
of Samencſs in the Peers belonging to the I hier 


Perſons. 


Si verus Deus eſt. & de Patre non eſt, Duo ſunt habentes ia 
guli & voluntates Proprias 85 im peria diver ta. Greg. Naz ian: 
P. 729. Pſeud. Ambroſ. p. 348. Confer Fugenii Contelll ap. Vick. 
Vit. p. 37. Chi, | 

* See my Defenſe. p. 172. 

z. In 
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z. In the third Place, you tell me of an vid, 
Tuſnuation, couched under the Words Finite and Ji. 
finite. This you borrow, as you do many oth 
Things, from the Author of Modeſt Plea, &c. conti. 
nucd. I return'd a brief Anſwer to it in the Pref; 
in my Sermons f. There is nothing invidious in the 
Caſe. But you ought, if ycu have none but fu 
and honeſt Deſigns, to come out of ambiguous Terms, 
that we may fall directly upon the Queſtion. You 


are the leſs excuſable for continuing your Diſguilc; | 


while you write under Cover, and conceal your 
Name. It looks now, as if you were afraid only of 
having your Cauſe expoſed, while there is no Danger 
of your Perſons. Dr. Clarke, even in Books which 
he has {ct his Name to, is hardly more reſerved th: 
you are without a Name. What is the meaning « 
This, but to protract a Controverſy, and to run from 
the Queſtion ; being ſenſible that your Cauſe is nc: 
really Deſenſible? 

But to proceed. You ſay, you ſer no Limitatiqn 
to the Perfectious of the Son of Cod, more than 1 
Scripture has done: Which 1s ſaying nothing; becaul: 
you tell us not what Scripture has done, according t 

our Senſe of it. But you add, by declaring them 1. 
e derived: Which in my Senſe of derived, is no limi- 
tation at all; you ſhould tell me, whether it be in 
your s. Self-exiſtence you ſay is a Perfection, Prov! 
from Scripture, or any other way, if you can, that 
Self- exiſtence, as diſtin from Neceſſary - exiſtence, 1! 
any Perfection: It 15a Relation of Order, a Mode Oi 
Exiſting **, and That is all. : 


+ Preface to my Sermons, p. 1t. | 
* * Takte T&0765 To &/eyr or, c Si? de. Baſil. cont?. 
Fun. |. 4. p. 763. 
Vid. Damaſcen. Vol. 1. p. 135, 140, 143, 210, 409. Vol. 2. p. $17. 
Pleudo Juſt. Expoſit. Fid. Pu : 
lich. Piell apud Fabric. Vol. 5. p. 56. 


Ay,; 


Qu. V. 
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Ay, but you ſay, it denotes poſitive Greatueſs (p. 


226.) and you refer me to the modeſt Pleader; who 


makes it the ſame with neceſſary-exiſtence*. If This 
be indeed your meaning, I own it, in that Senſe, to 
be as great a Perfection as poſſible, and the Sum to- 
tal of all Perfection: But then J aſſert it to be com- 
mon to Father and Son, who are, in this Senſe, 
equally Self exiſtent. Only, the Father particularly is 
unbegotten, and underiv' d; under Which Conception, 
Self-exiſtence, as peculiar to Him, is negative, and re- 


lative. We had long been amuſed with Dr. Clarke's 


denying the Selfexiſtence of the Son and Holy-Ghoſt: 
By which He was ſuppoſed to mean no more than 
that They were begotten and proceeding, which every 
Body allows: But now, it ſeems, He meant to de- 
ny their Veceſſary-exiſtence ; which is directly reduc- 
ing Them to Creatures. You ſee now what you have 
to do: Either prove, that the meer Character of au- 
derived expreſſes any poſitive Perfection; or that Ne- 


ceſſary-exiſtence belongs not equally to all the Three Per- 


ſons: And then you'll ſhow your ſclf an able Diſputant. 
You need not now be {ſcrupulous about dependent, 


and izacpeudent: You have ſaid enough. Whatever 


is not meceſſarily-exiſting is precarious, and dependent, 
as much as any Creature, which is enough in all 
Reaſon; we underſtand you. You ſay, that you ſup- 
pole the Son dependent in no other Senſe than is im- 
plied in the Notion of being begotten, It may be fo, 


according to vour Notion of Begotten, (I ſuppoſe, 


very little differing from created) but you will have 
a hard Task to ſhow that either Scripture or Antiqui- 
ty favours any ſuch Notion of Begotten, as to make 
the Son precarious, or not neceſſarily- exiſting. The 
voluntary - generation mention'd by the primitive Wri- 
ters, will not ſerve you at all in This Matter, as will 
be ſeen in the Sequel: And as to Scripture, you 
have not a ſingle Text to help you, but what muſt 


* Modeſt Plea, p. 215. 
firſt 
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firſt be rack'd and tortur'd with Metaphyſical Gloſs, 
to make it ſpeak what it never meant. You have ; 
furprizing Piece of Subtilty (p. 224.) to bring your 
felf off from the juſt and well-grounded Suſpicion g 
making the Son a precarious Being. It is a difficult 
Matter to force Logic againſt common Senſe : But you 
are re olute enough to try. Your Words, ſpeaking 
of the Son's exiſting by the Father's free Act, and 
Choice (which is Dr. Clarke's known Senfe of This 
Matter) are theſe. Which yet no more implies the Sin 
zo be a precarious and mutable Being, than Those 
Per fetlions of God, his Power, Fuſtice, Goodneſs, Ve 
racity, and the like (The Exerciſe whereof always in. 
plies the Notion of Action, and conſequently depend; 
wholly on the Will of the Agent) are therefore mori 
precarious, or uncertain in their Effects, than thi; 
other Perfectians ( which imply in them nothing « 
Action, and Ry have no Dependence upon 1s 
Will of the Agent) ſuch as Eternity, Omnipreſence, On- 
uiſcience, or the like. 


ere, if one may preſume to underſtand ſuch ob. 
ſcure Reaſoning , God the Son is proved to be 
precarions Being, b*cauſe the Acts of God's ue, 
Goearncſs, &c. are certain in their Effects: Which they 
undoubtedly are, whether God plcales to arnibilate or to 
bring into Exiflence. Therefore, moſt evidently, the 
Son is no precarious Being: Nor is any Creature wliatevef 


ar all pr.carioas, or mutable, by the ſame Way of Rea- 
foning. A mighty Honour done to God the Son, to 


make Him no more precarious than the reſt of the Cc. 


tion, Certain however it is that, upon your Principles, 
there is xo natural neceſſiry for his exiſting : He might 
either never have exiſted, or may even ccaſe to cxiſt 
(as much as may be ſaid of any Creature) if it thoul! 
pleaſe Cod fo to order it. This is the proper and full 


Notion of a precarious Being, a Being having no u. 
ceſſary Foundation of Exiſtence, but depending entirc- 
ly upon the free Mill and Choice of Another Bcing. 
All the Subtiltics imaginable can never bring you off 


here, 
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| here, any more than They can bring together both 


Ends of a Contradiction. | 

Our Readers may now ſee plainly what you have been 
doing. You ſet out with general and ambiguous Words 
of the Father's being alone ſupreme in Authority, Dominion, 
Cc. But, at length, you can make nothing of it, with- 
out interpreting This Supremacy by the Perfection of 
Self- exiſtence, and Self. exiſtence by Neceſſary-exiſtence 3 
thereby depreſſing God the Son into precarious Exiſt- 
ence, Now indeed you have made the Father 


ſole Governor, you effectually : For, who will ever 


be ſo mad as to diſpute, whether a precarious Being. 
a Creature, be ſubjett to his Creator? But, let us 
return to the Query, and conſider whether "Thoſe 
eminent Characteriſtics, ſpecified in the Texts cited , 
are ſuch as at all ſuit with a finite, dependent, preca- 
rious, Created Being. 

You pretend (p. 225.) that »o diſtinguiſhing Cha- 
racter of the one ſupreme God is aſcribed to the 
Son in Scripture. But let the Reader ſee the Texts 
which aſcribe Omniſciene, Knowledge of the 
Heart, Eternity, to the Son; Attributes by Scrip— 
ture appropriated to the one true God: Beſides ſome 
Titles, appearing in Theſe Texts, applied ro Chriſt, and 
appropriate likewiſe to the one God, As to two or 
three other Characters, which you mention as appro- 
priate to the one God, and which are not applied (as you 


pretend) to the Son; ſee my Sermons *, and what 


{ have ſaid above: I do not love to fill my Paper 
with Reperition, as often as you do your's. You come 
next to leſſen the Characters given to God the Son. 
He is Searcher of the Heart; but as received of the 
Father: Which the Text ſays not one Word of. On- 
ly, four Verſes lower, it is ſaid, that He received 
Power over the Nations, of the Father: Which is 
very wide of our preſent Purpoſe. You have ſome 
Iretences to clude the Force of the Title Firſt and 


* Sermons, p. 280. 


4 Laſt ; 
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Laſt; which ſee anſwer'd in my Sermons *. As to 
mighty God, you pretend the Father is ſo abſolutely, 
the Son with Limitation ; And here you refer to the 
Son's being (ue yd Ans SN d YeN05) Angel of his great 
Counſel; which is not according to the Hebrew, and 
ſo is of no Account while I am arguing from Scrjp. 
ture, not from the Fathers. The Father is Lord of 
all, you ſay, abſolutely: And ſo is the Son, for any 
Thing that appears; tho* the Father put all Things 
under Him. Let it be ſhown, that the Father has 
any natural Subjects, which are not equally Subjects of 
the Son too. There is therefore no Ground for your 
1maginary Limitations in reſpect of the Powers and Per- 
fections aſcribed to the Son. 

You add (p. 228.) that nothing can be commy- 
nicated to the one ſupreme God. The Force of this 
lies only in the Terms. The firſ# Perſon may cter- 
nally communicate to the ſecond, and Both be one Cod. 
He can have nothing, you ſay, of Himſelf - Well; 
if He has it but in Himſelf, and of the Father, it fut- 
fices. The Queſtion is not whence He has his Perfec- 
tions, but hat He has. It is remarkable, you ſay, 
that the Throne, Kingdom, &c. is never aſcribed 10 
Chriſt pon Account of his Part in the Work of Creati- 
on. p. 230. And what if it is not? The Father 1s 
recommended to us principally as Creator, the Son 2 
Redeemer, to keep up a more diſtinct Notion of their 
Perſons, and Offices, What a Streſs do you lay upon 
common Things, taught in our Catechiſm ! Beſides, | 
J had obviated this Cavil in my Defenſet. *Tis re | 
markable n, you ſay, that the Deſcriptions of th: 
Mord, in the old Teſtament, always repreſent Him as the | 
Angel or Meſſenger. You ſhould only liave ſaid ge- 
nerally : And there is good Reaſon why; becauſe by 
That Criterion chicfly, we know that it was God the 


* Sermons, p. 233. 
+ Defenſe, p. 274, 275. 
Son, 
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Son, not God the Father, He is at the ſame Time, 
repreſented alſo as God, and as Lord, Jehovah, exc. 
What Uſe you can make of this remarkable Thing, 
has been ſhown. I paſs over your Speculations on 
Dan. vii. 13, 14. as carrying no Argument in Them. 
You go on in ſpeaking of Chriſt's receiving Domi- 
nion; which relates only ro the Oeconomy, or Di/- 
penſation: According to which God the Father will 
receive a Kingdom at the laſt Day, and enlarge 
his Dominion over his Subjects. As to Phil. ii. 6. 
I refer to my fifth Sermon; where I had obviated 
your Pretences before you made them. You inſiſt 
upon 8 Conſtruction of xd. Which if ad- 
mitted, yet you can ncver aſcertain your whole Con- 
ſtruction (as I ſhowed in my Sermon +) but the 
Words will ſtill naturally bear a Meaning oppoſite to 
yours. However, as to your Criticiſms, about the 


Uſe of 4, in that Place, they appear to me of no 


manner of Force. The Senſe is exceeding clear, and 


unbarraſſed, running thus: o being in the Form of 
God, thought it not Robbery to be equal with God ( See 
how great, how divine a Perſon He was.) Ter not- 
with/tanding, He humbled Himſelf **, &c. You pre- 
tend that the Words, thought it not Robbery, would 
be the Example propoſed. No; but They are Part 
of the Preface to it, to make the Example the more 
forcible, and the more endearing : So that I may re- 
turn you the Compliment of Inattention. 

In my Sermons, you tell me, I moſt abſurdly inter- 
pret God's highly exalting Chriſt, in the ſame Senſe as 


+ Sermon, V. p. 167. 

** Clemens underſtands it in the fame Way as I do. O5 àù g - 
OJ Jes orwpx,uv 2x, dpraypmer yy/houTro To. 1 io Fg. Ixinwoey 5 
FauToy 6 PiXoixTP GY N, CATHY Tay. wbewror Amer», Clem. 
Alex. p. 8. Ox. 

That Clemens here interprets the Place as I do, appears from 
his changing d into i, from his making a Pauſe after ir 9d, 
and from his chuſing a. new. Subject of his Propoſition, s S- 
aue db, inſtead of 5 preceding. | 


E Men 
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Men in their Prayers highly exalt God. No; but if 


you had not had a-ſtrong Propenſity to Miſrepreſenta. 
tion, you would have ſaid in the ſame Senſe as Men 
in preaching, or the like, exalt God by proclaiming and 
publiſhing his Praiſes. And now where is there any 
the lealt Appearance of Abſurdity, after taking out 
the Idea of Praying ; which you improperly threw in, 
to abuſe the Reader, and to give ſome Colour to your 
Accuſation? I always ſuſpect a magiſterial Cenſure 
to have no weight at the Bottom: It is to make 
up in the Manner, what it wants in the Subſtance. 
Show me one Inſtance in the Scripture and Anne; 
pha together, of your Senſe of ore gu, and I will 
give you above Thirty of mine. Indeed, I know but 
of a ſingle Place where it can bear ſuch a Senſe 
as you are contending for; which is Pſal. xxxvii. 
35. And yet there it may as well bear mine. Pleaſe 


to tell me why ume» may not as well be fo uſed 


as doZaCw, and why one ſhould be thought more al- 
ſurd than the other, and I'll ſtand corrected, I ſhowed 
you that I was not ſingular in interpreting bega, 
by Mage. in that Place. The Context favoured it, 
the Words would well bear it; and an antient Greez 
Writer, under the Name of Dionpſius, as well as a 
Latin Writer, under the Name of Ambroſe, were be— 
forehand with me in it. And what if your owa 
Favourite Euſebius * ſhould be found to chime in 
with Both ? I love not to be poſitive, where I may 
be miſtaken : But it appears to me extremely pro- 
bable from Euſebius s manner of ſpeaking of it, that 


his Senſe of vTzze»5w was the ſame with mine: And 
the rather, becauſe Origen (of whom Euſebius was 2 


great Admirer) would never, have admitted ö regol 
in your Senſe of the Word, underſtanding it of Chriſt 


24 Ned Cor db, 6 bg, 6 dν,ł is ge THY 3 e— 
, re Fer- Tov idοντνε Muay RpoiBriws arnivtacuy 0 * 9 
» yptor, ria, g F809 rd e, h hνεον The £auTys PATH; 
Avid. Euſeb. contr. Marcell. p. 20. Conf, Joſh. 3. 7. Ale 
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in his higheſt Capacity; as Euſebius plainly does. 
Nor do I think that Euſebius ever had ſo low an 
Opinion of God the Sen, as to think Him capable of 
being exalted in any other Senſe but that of being 
Glorified, or having his Glory manifeſted, It is ob- 
ſervable, that Exſebius does not interpret the Text of 
conſtituting our Saviour Lord, King, and God, but re- 
cognizing, or manifeſting Him as ſuch: And it is 
certain, that Euſebius reſolves all the Son's real and 
eſſential Greatneſs into his Sonſbip &, and not into any 
ſubſequent Exaltation. It was as Son of God that He 
acknowledged Him Lord, and Saviour, and King, and 
God : Wherein Exſebius's Theology, however you may 
boaſt of Him, very far exceeds yours. You charge 
m2 with interpreting EX ACATELTO moſt abſurdly. I 
ſuppoſe, if you had had any Reaſon to aſſign, you 
would have obliged us with it. I fee no 4bſuradiry 
in interpreting giving a Name, to be giving a Name ; 
which is all I have done. But it is very abſurd of 
you to imagine, that God may not glorify his Son, as 
well as his Son may glorify Him; by ipreading and 
extolling his Name over the whole Creation. 

You go on to Hebr. i. 2. Whom he hath appoint- 
ed Heir of all Things, by which you inrend, I ſup- 
poſe, to prove that He was not Lord before: Tho' 
in the very ſame Verſe, it is ſaid, by whom alſo Ile 
made the Worlds. Might not This thow you, that 
the Apoſtle is only ſpeaking of that peculiar and ſpe- 
cial Right founded in the Merits of Chriſt's Redemp- 
tion; by which He became, in a more ſpecial Senſe, 
Lord of all He had redeem'd ; juſt as God the Fa- 
ther became in a more ſpecial Senſe than before, 
Lord of the Fews, upon his chuſing them as his pe- 
culium, or upon his delivering them from Egyptian 


* Ka , . arg, 6 it ar nee mh TTY d 20 
vT1PXt F You & de 1 , u. TewTTx@- d xTOE; Os Koi re- 
ey, g. wien, x @E90%uviir A αοỹi el KUCACY, 2:4 cd, Rr 
Jroy zur. wing Hinge, Euſeb. contr. Marcel. p. 69. 
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Slavery, What you are here endeavouring, it i; 
hard to deviſe; unleſs you are coming directly in. 
to the Socinian Scheme; for which only, your pre. 
fent Diſcourſe is calculated, You obſerve, They 
it was that God faid, Thon: art my Son, This Day 
have I begotten Thee. What then? Was He not the 
begotten Son long before? If He was, then you ar: 
proving nothing more than that the Son's Glo 

was manifeſted in Time; which is certainly true bot 


of the Father, and Sou: If you mean otherwiſe, Þ 


ou run directly into Soct1zianiſm ; as I, before hintcd, 


ou add, Then it was, thint God commanded, let al Þ 
the Angels of God worſhip Him. And why did you | 


o 


not add, that then it was, that He laid the Fonndga. | 


tion of the Earth, and then it was, that the Heaven 
were the Works of his lands? Do you imagine, that 
St. Paul, in that Chapter, had no other Deſign, but 
to deſcribe the Manife {tations of Chriſt's Glory ſub- 
tequent to his Incarnation ? You find, that He was 
the Lord, who in. the Beginning laid the Foundation 
ef the Earth: Which is a ſtronger Character than 
all the reſt put toge.ther ; and may convince you tha 
He was Lard long before his Incarnation, as John i. 
1. declares Him God before the Creation. To you 
Pretences about the Son's receiving Power, Glory, (3c. 
F had anſwer'd, viith many of the Fathers, that He 
received in Capacity of Man, what in another Ci 
pacity He had before ever enjoyed. This is not the 


auly good Anſwer to the Difficulty propoſed: I | | 


have my ſelf made Uſe of another, which may as ef- 


fectually ſerve to take off the imaginary Force of your | 


Argument. But let us hear what you have to ſay to 
it. You xo where find This Diſtinttion in Scripture. 
What? do not you find that He was God, and that 
He was alſo Man? When you have found This, you 
have found the Distinction. But you xo where find 
in Scripture any Thing given to Chriſt, or any thing 
aſcribed to Him, but what is applied to his whole Per- 
en. We fay, whatever is applied, is applied to kr 
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| whole Perſon; but conſidered ſecundum quid, or in a 


certain Capacity, not "oy Reſp& which goes in 

can you pretend to de- 
ny This? Let us ſee what you are like to make of 
it. Jeſus increaſed in Stature; will you ſay, that 
the Mord (for that you certainly allow to be con- 
Ritutive of the Perſon) grew taller and larger, be- 
cauſe This is applied to the Perſon ? He Sweat, as it 


were, great Drops of Blood: Was the Ain a 
Sweat? He died, and was buried, and He lay in the 
Ground: According to you, the 2hole Perſon, the 


NY, it ſeems, as well as the Body, ſuffered all This; 
For, you know of nothing that was ever applied to 
Part of the Perſon, but to the whole Perſon, When 
you conſider This Matter again, learn to form your 
Argument with a little more Judgment: For, you 
ſeem not, at preſent, to know how to oppoſe us 
in the beſt Method, nor how to give your Cauſe the 
Advantage it 1s really capable . You ſhould not 
have found Fault with us for applying any Thing to 
a Compound Perſon, in ſuch Reſpe& or Capacity only 
as is ſuitable thereto; For, This is the commoneſt 
Thing 1maginable, and is done every Day, as often 
as we ſay Peter or John, is fat, lear, low, tall, well, 
ſick, or the like: But you ſhould have laid your 
Argument againſt our aking ſo much in as we do 


into the Perſon of Chriſt (the x, the Soul, and 
the Body) and then you might have ſhown ſome 
Degree of Acuteneſs. But it is not my Buſineſs to 
point out to you the propereſt Way of defending 
your Hereſy, which is every Way indefenſible: It may 
ſuffice, if I reply to ſuch Things as you have to 
produce. 

You lay, Judgment was not given to Part of Him which 
is the Son of Man, but to Him, becauſe He is the Son of 
Man. There is nothing at all in your Argument: For, 
ſuppoſe a Mound, or a Plaiſter to be given to Peter, 


that is, to the hole Perſon ; yet, I ſuppoſe, it may be 


underſtood with reſpect to one Part only of Him, 
| | 7x. 
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wiz. his Body. But I have allowed you that the Ay. | 


thority of executing Judgment was Oeconomically de- 
vero upon Chriſt (conſider'd in Both Capacities) 
as the propereſt Perſon for it; being equal to the 
Charge as God, and over and above peculiarly fitted 
for it as being alſo Man; and fo a more ſuitable 
Judge of Alan. The Reaſon then why, out of three 
divine Perſons, Chriſt is peculiarly appointed to The 
Office of judging us, is becauſe He had to his Divi- 
nity fuperinduced the Humanity, and thereby fami. 
liarized Himſelf the more to us. You ſee then, tha 
your ingenious Argument about Parts, however it 
might affect another Hypotheſis ( tho' it can really 
hurt none) does not at all concern my Account of 
That Matter. 

As to the Place of Hermas, which T produced 1n 
my Defenſe, I refer the Reader to Biſhop Bull, and 
Dr. Grabe. All you have to object, is the Expre- 
ſion of Corpus, by which you underſtand a Fuma: 
Body; I. the whole Human Nature, conſiſting of Bod 
and Soul. Nothing more common in Writers than 
to expreſs the whole Man by Fleſh, or Body |; and 
by the latter eſpecially, when conſider'd as a Servant 
So that your Conſtruction is at leaſt very precarion: : 
and 1s what neither the Expreſſion it ſelf, nor what 
goes along with it, gives any reaſonable Ground fo. 
But I leave that Matter to be conſidered by the 
Learned; there being ſome Difficulties as to the 
Text of Hermas, not yet fully adjuſted by the MSsS. 

You are inſinuating the ſame Thing of Novatia, 
which you had before of Hermas; as if He imagincd 
the Hord to have aſſumed Fleſh only, without a Son. 


* Pater Verbum ſuum viſibile effecit omni fieri Carni, incarm- 
tum & ipſum, ut in omnibus maniteſtus fieret Rex eorum. Ete— 
nim ea quæ judicantur oportebat videre Judicem, & ſcire Hunc 
a quo judicentur. Iren. l. 3. c. 9. p. 184. 

t See Suicer's Thefaurus in ragt and rams, 


Which 
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Which if true, we would give you up Novatian for 
a very filly Man, and withal a Heretick. The Point 
of Chriſt's having a Human Soul was a Thing fo 
ſettled in Novatian's Time, and long before; fo uni- 
verſally maintain'd from the very Beginning of Chriſti- 
anity, by all the Fathers without Exception; that 
had Wovatian taught otherwiſe, He could not have 
paſſed for a Schiſmatick, only. You may ſee what 
Socraves * ſays to that Point, who was Himlſelt of 
the Novatian Set, and his Teſtimony therefore the 
more material; as Diſciples ſeldom vary in any 
thing very conſiderable from their Leaders. He de- 
clares, that ul the Azticnts (ſure He did not exclude 
the Head of his own Party) believed that Chriſt had 
a Human Soul, and aſſerted it as a Doctrine univer- 
ſally received, He mentions Irenæus, Clemens, Apolli- 
waris of Hicrapolis, Serapion Biſhop of Antioch, The 
Synod that met about the Caſe of Beyy/lns , Origen 3 
Pamphilus, and Euſebius: And it is evident {till from 
their own Works, of as many as have left us Any. 
To Thoſe He has named, may be added Clemens No- 
manns *, Tuſtin Martyr ©, Mtlito®, 1 opolytres , 
Jertulliau t, and perhaps ſeveral more which may 
have eſcaped my Notice. Now, what will NVowar:- 
au's ſingle Teſtimony ſignify, againſt ſuch a Cloud 
of Witneſſes? But the more Univerſal the Do-trive 
was, the leſs probable is it, that Nevatian ſhould dil- 
ſent from it. And indeed you have no Foundation for 
any ſuch Suſpicion of Him, more than what lics in 
the Uſe of the Word Caro, Fleſh; which is a very 
common Expreſſion for Man, (Body and Soul) in 
Scripture it ſelf, as well as in Eccleſiaſtical Writers, 
clides that Novatian interprets Chriſt's being made 


a Socrates Eccl. H. J. 3. c. 7. p. 178. 


b Clem. Rom. Epiit. c. 49. p. 169. Cant. 

c Apol. 2. c. 10. p. 26. | 

4 Melito apud Cav. Hiſt. Lit. Tom. 2. p. 33. 

* Hippo'ytus contr. Neot. c. 17. p. 18. 

Tercullizu contr. Prax, c. 16. 30. de Carn. Chriſti, c. 10. 


3 8 Fleſh, 
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Fleſh, by his aſſuming of Man, Hun Hominem, * Thi, 
Man: Which is a Name He would ſcarce have given 
to mere Body or Fleſh; well knowing, that Man iz 
made up both of Body and Soul. Your Pretence 
about Son of God, and Son of Man being tv Per- 
ſons (upon my Scheme) hinted only, without any 
Reaſon to ſupport it, may be paſſed over. Ihe 
clearing of that Matter will require a large Diſcuſ- 
ſion of the true Notion and Definition of a Perſon; 
which you have not attempted: I, perhaps, may, in 
a proper Place. What you add farther, is of more 
We bh. that 1 ſeem to ſuppoſe that the Glory hich 
Chriſt had before the World was, 4s the very ſame with 
That Authority and Power of Fudgment (fo you g- 
preſs it) wherewiah He was inveſted after his Rc ur. 
rettion. But That Awthoriry and Power of judging, s 
you call it, is what our Lord had before his Ear. 
rettion, as Himſelf declares, John v. 28, &c. And 
what / ſuppoſe, is This; that all the Powers, Glories, 
Hononrs given to the Son, were nothing but fo many 
Declarations, Indications, or Manifeſtations of thc 
Dignity awd Divinity of his Perſon: Which Dini 
and Divinity had been celebrated in Heaven before, 
and were now to be recognized after his Incar nals 
and Humiliauiun: So that in the main, This was 10 
more than receiving the ſame Honours He before had. 
and returning, as it Were, to the ſame State of Glu; | . 
only now cloathed with Humanity, which before Hz 
Was not. 

You have ſomething farther to obſerve of Herma, 
in reſpect of Co- heir. How can the divine Nature, | 
lay you, be Heir of any Thing? But I hope a &. 
may without Offence, be faid to be Heir to all hi: 
Farher's Glorics, in Alluſion to what paſſes among 
Alen, tho' the Similitude may not anſwer in cho 


* Caro fit, & habitat in nobis, hoc eſt, aſſumit hunc Hominem. 
&. Novat. c. 16. 


Circumſtance. 
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Circumſtance. It is a lively and elegant Way of 
conveying to us a Notion of divine Things; And is 
to be underſtood, like many Paſſages of Scripture, 
Neoergecrds, tho! ſpoken avIg mae: 

You conclude with a Paſlage-of [rezens, which J 
have cited in my Sermons *; whither, to ſave my 
ſelf Trouble, F refer the Reader; who may there alto 
find a ſufficient Explication of it. What you infer 
from it is, that the Word received an additional 
Power, and Glory- upon his Reſurrection. Power is an 
ambiguous Word: Bur Fe received an additional 
Maui feſtation of his Glory; as God the Father alſo 
did at the very ſame Lime, as well as often before. 
And He became Lord, and Proprietor of Mankind un- 
der a more pecuhar Title, and ſtricter alliance: Juſt 
as God the Father, when He had by his many De- 
livrances, . Favors, and Bleſſings, made the People of 
the Jews more peculiarly his oz, became their 
Lord in a ſtrit, and ſpecial Senſe. Thus both Fa— 
ther and Son will (we hope) receive daily Additions 
of external Honour, and Increaſe of Dominion, by the 
coming in of Fews, Turks, Pagans, and Inſidels. 
God's full Kingdom is not yet come; we pray for it: 
And if the Father Himſelf be not yet complcatly Xing, 
in the fulleſt Senſe, what Wonder is it, if we hear 
of our Lord's receiving a Kingdom, or Dominion, in 
Time. External Relations may accrue to any of the 
divine Perfons, ſuch as Dominion, c. Bur your great 
Misfortune is, that you can no where find Divinity 
accruing to God the Son (except it be by eternal 
Generation-) you can no where find, that He was 
ever conſtituted God. + (as He might be Lord) or 

that 


* Sermons, p. 175. 
T Novatian is the only antient Writer I have obſerved: to ſay 
any thing like it; in the Words 


1 Creature & Dominus & Deus conſtitutus eſſe reperitur, 
OV. Co 15. 


Vet his conſtant Way, at other Times, is to refolye the Son's 
Divinity into his Sonſhip. 
G g 2 Deum 


236 A SEcoND DEFENSE Qu. VI. 


that He became, by any new Acceſſion, more truly, 
or more fully God than He was ever before. This 
Conſideration at once ſhows the Weaknefs of your 


Hypotheſ's (as I hinted above) and is alone ſufficient 
to unravel all your Kallacies. Fn | 


Deum credendum eſſe qui ex Deo ſit. c. 11. Deus quia Dei Fi. 

lius comprobatur. c. 16. Hoc ipſum tamen a Patre proprio conſecu- 
118, ut omnium & Deus eſſet, & Dominus eſſet, & Deus ad forman 
Dei Patris ex ipſo genitus atque prolatus. c. 17. Deus, ſed qua 
Filius Dei natus ex Deo. c. 18. Deus ergo proceſſit ex Deo, dum 
qui proceſſit Sermo, Deus eſt qui proceſſit ex Deo. c. 22. Unum po- 
zeſt dici, dum ex ipſo eſt, & dam filius ejus eft, & dum expſo naſ- 
titur, dum ex ipſo proceſſiſſe reperitur, per quod & Deus eſt. c. 23. 
Quoniam ex Deo eſt, merito Deus; quia Dei Filins dictus ſit. c. 26. 
Perſone Chriſti convenit ut & Deus ſit, quia Dei filius. c. 26. Ef 
ergo Deus, ſed in hoc ipſum genitus ut eſſet Deus. c. 31. 
Theſe Paſſages conſidered, it is manifeſt that Novatian, in the 
former Place cited, either uſed the Word conſtitutus improperly, 
for poſitus, that is declaratus: (See Chap. 12) or elſe, which ap- 
pears to me moſt probable, that arguing there againſt the Here- 
ticks, who would not allow Chritt to be more than Man, He 
was content at fiſt, ro bring them fo far, at leaſt, as to admi: 
Chriſt to be God in a higher Senſe than Moſes, and {p by e. 
grees, to bring them up to Catholic Principles. 


QUERY VII. 


TrxTs applied 

To the one God. To the Son. 
Thou, even Thou onl;| He knew all Men, &c. 
knoweſt the Hearts of ali Joh. 2. 24. Thou knoweſt 
the Chilaren of. Men, 1|all Things, Joh. 16. 30. 
Kings 8. 39. Which knoweſt the Hearts 

TI the Lord ſearch the\of all Men, Acts 1. 24 
Heart; I try the Rcius, Tam He that ſearcheth 


T1710; the Reins and the Heat, 


J am the firſt, and I am Rev. 2. 23. 
nh laſt, and befides me I am the firſt, and I am 
there is no Cod, Ila. 44. C. the laſt, Rev. 1. 17. 
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I am A and Q, the be-] Tam A and Q, the be- 
oinning and the end, Rev. |gimmmeg and the end, Rev. 
1 22. 13. 

King of Kings, and Lora] Lord of Lords, and King 
of Lords, 1 Tim. 6. 15. of Kings, Rev. 17. 14. — 


19. 16. 
The mighty Cod, If. 10 The mighty God, II. 9. 
SR, 1 
21. | 
Lord over all, Rom.] He is Lord of all, Act. 
10. 12. | 10. 36. Over all God bleſ- 


ſed, &c. Rom. 9. 5. * 


Whether the Fathers Omniſcience and Eternity 
are not one and the ſame with the Son's, being 
alike deſcribed, aud in the ſame Phraſes? 


ERE you anſwer, that wnderivead and dcrived 
are not the ſame. To which I anſwer, thar 
Wiſdom of Wiſdom is one Wiſdom, Omniſcience of 
Omniſcience one Omniſcience, juſt as Subltance of Sub- 
ſtance is one Smbſtauce, Light of Light one Light, 
and God of God ane God; becauſe of the inſeparable 
Unity of the Perſons, and their mutually including 
and containing each other. As. to the Degree of 
Sameneſs, I before intimated that it is inexplicable ; 
and is no more to be accounted for than your ſup- 
poſing the ſame Wiſdom, cc. to reſide in innume- 
rable, infinitely diſtant Parts of the ſame Subſtance. 
This Controverſy (whatever you imagine) is not to 
be decided by AMetaphy/icks, but by Scripture and An- 
tiquity; where we may find fome Footing, which 
we cannot in the other, 

Your next Anſwer therefore is more ſobcr, could it 
but be proved to be juſt. You deny, that the Son's 


* N.B. Theſe Texts ſhau'd have been mſerted in Query VI 
„ 
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Omuiſcieuce and Eternity are alike deſcribed, and in 


the lame Phraſe. It lies then upon you to ſhow the 
Difference; as I have ſhown the Keſemblance. It i; 
not neceſſary, that every Phraſe which is uſed of the 
Father be alſo uſed of the Son. I ſingled out ſom: 
of the ſtrongeſt, fulleſt, and moſt expreſſive ; ſhoy. 
ing, that they are applied to Both: And if they were 
not the ſtrongeſ#, yet if They are ſuch as Scripture his 


declared peculiar to the one God; My Argument is F 
juſt, and it would have become you firſt to anſwer 


it, and then to call. it a Quibble. 
You interpreted the Texts which concern the 
Son's Omniſcience of a. relative Omniſcience: Upon 


which I blamed you for ſpeaking of a Relative Om. | 


nilcience, inſtead of ſaying plainly, that the Son wy, 
not omniſcient; that ſo we might have come directly 
to the Queſtion, Here, by a peculiar Kind of Tur, 
proper to your ſelſ, you teil me how ill I treat $54. 
ture. Why ſo? Are vou ſo perfectly wrap'd up n 
Scripture, that the juſteſt Rebuke 1maginable canncr 
reach you, but through the Sides of the Scripturt 


Our Lord, you ſay, told his Apoſtles, that the Io Þ 


Cihoſt ſhould teach them all Things, aud guide Them 
to afl Truth: Might Ile not better have ſaid ( |» 
vou go on) that He ſhould not teach them all Thing, 
aud not guide Them into all Truth. Now, at length. 
17 is out: And thus I have mal- treated Scripture, 
Was there ever a wilder Inference? .You ſhould have 
canſidæred, that chere was no Queſtion raiſed about 
the Apoſtles and their Omniſcience : If there had,! 
doubt not, but our Lord would have readily aid, 
what was true, that the Apoſtles were not exmiſcie. 
He would nat have diſguiſed his Sentiments, not 
have deceived his Elearers with ambiguous Terms, when 
They wanted to be reſolved in an important Matter, 
and honeſtly defired to have the Fruth fairly exs: 
mined, and ſcanned, And therefore your asking, Hul 
He not better have ſaid , and repeating it again, and 
again, is mere Trifling 3 unleſs you can ſhow, that 

| ou! 
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"| gcur Lord, or the facred Writers had been called upon 
(in fuch Manner, and in ſuch Circumſtances, as Dr. 
' Clarke and you have been) to declare what They 
8 meant, and to let Truth have a fair Trial. But by 
y this ronnd about Way, you would inſinuate, I pre- 
ſume (for ſtill you are ſhifting, and do not care to 
ſpeak out) that the Texts ſpeaking of the S's Om- 
piſcience, are of no Force becauſe ſomething of like 
FF Kind has been faid of the Apoſtles, whom all allow not 
to be omniſcient. To This I anſwer, 1. That the 
Expreſfions relating to our Saviour are much ſtronger 
than the other: Such, as knowing all Alen, knowing 
"| the Hearts of all Aden, ſearching the Reins and the 
"FF Heart: A Kind of Knowledge peculiar to God alone. 
2. Conſidering that our Lord was Sen of God, and like- 
Y wiſe God, fuch Exgreſfions would very probably be 
taken in their moſt. vbvious and literal Senſe : And 
therefore they ſhould not have been applicd to Him 
(without Guard and Caution) unleſs really fo intend- 
ed as the Words appear to declare. As to the A- 
9 poſtlcs being no more than Men, there could be no 
a anger in a few general Expreſſions of their know- 
| 1p all Things, being taught all Things, or the like: 
, Since no Body could miſtake the meaning of the 
Words when fo applicd. mY 
Your next Attempt is to make ſome Advantage of Matt. 
xxiv. 36. and Aar xiii 2. relating to Chriſt's not know - 
ing the Day of Judgment; of which [ have fully, and diſ- 
tinctly treated elſewhere * ; Where I have allo added 
| ; ®ther ſtrong and clear Proofs of Chriſt's Ommiſcienct 3 
which you take no Notice of, tho' you quote the Ser- 
mens. You like not my aſcribing the Ignorauce to the 


: Human Nature: You ak whether any Nature can 
6 with any Senſe be ſaid to know, or do any I hing, Mes, 
8 Why not? You charge me (p. 235.) with Iucos ir 
10 ency, for interpreting the Text of the lum lune 


* Sermon vii. p. 263, ee. 


Ze, 
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ture, and yet ſaying that Jrenews, upon That Text, 


is to be underſtood of the xe. As if Both might 
not be true, that [reners underſtood the Text of the 


yes, while I think it better to underſtand it of th: 
Human Nature: T am weary of ſuch Trifling. You 
proceed to ſhow that reneus, in his Comment on 
Theſe Texts, aſcribed Ignorance to God the Son, 
You take not the leaſt Notice of the ſeveral weighty, 
and ſubſtantial Reaſons given by Biſhop Bull“, and 
re ſerred to by me b, againſt your Opinion from oth: 
Places of Irenexs's Works. It is not your Way to 
be at all folicirous about making Any Writer conſiſt. 
ent with Himſelf. If you. can but meet with a Pa. 
ſage lecmingly favouring your Opinion, it muſt be 
preſently forced into your Senſe, however contradicto- 
ry to the Author's õνn Prificiples elſewhere. { 
muſt deſire the Reader to conſider well what I hav: 
faid upon This Paſſage in my Defenſe; and not to 
take it from your Repreſentation, which is extreme 
ly partial. And He may alſo compare M. Ata,“ 
Account of the ſame Paſſage in his previous Palſcrru- 
rions © to his Edition of Trenæut. I ſhall herc cou— 
tent my ſelf with tranſcribing ſo much of Jrencrs a; 
may be ſufficient to clear his meaning, and to tak: 
off Thar Confuſion which you have been indaſtriout- 
ly throwing upon it, either in tranflating, or com- 
menting. The literal rendring is thus, much the fame 
3s before gave in my Defenſe. 

If one inquires into the Reaſon why the I. 
* ther, tho' comfhunicating in all Things to the Sov. 
cis yet ſet forth by our Lord as alone knowing tha! 
„% Day and Hour; He cannot, at preſent, nd any 
& fitter, or more decent, or indeed any other fat: 
„ Anſwer than this (ſeeing our Lord is the only 
„ Teacher of Truth) that we are to learn of Hai: 


1 Rull. D. F. N. p. 82. Animadv. in G. Cler. p. 1056. 
b Deſente, p. 103. 1 
c Maſter, Prey, Dill. in Iren. p. 133, 


« that 


| 
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„ that the Father is above all; For the Father, faith 
* He, is greater than I. And therefore the Father 

« js declared by our Lord to have the Preference in 
«© Knowledge; to the End that we alſo, while we 
& live in this World, may refer the Perfection of 
« Knowledge, and ſuch intricate Queſtions to 
«© God &. | 

Now, that Jrencus's Deſign was not to repreſent 
the Son as ignorant, but quite the contrary, may ap- 
pear from This very Paſſage duly conſidered. For 
the Queſtion, with Him, was not why the Father is 
more knowing, but why, ſince Both are equal= 
ly Knowing, our Saviour made ſuch a Declaration as 
gave the Preference to the Father as alone knowing. 
He puts the Queſtion, why the Father tho' com- 
municating in all Things (abſolutely, not in all other 
Things) is yet ſet forth, or alone declared, to kno, 
So that the Queſtion is not about his Kzowledge, but 
about our Lord's Declaration, Why, or on what Ac- 
count He made it, eee contrary to Jiutb; 
ſince all Things are common to Father and Son. What 
then could be meant by ſuch a Declaration? It mult 
be true ſome Way or other, our Lord being 3 
Teacher of Truth; what then is the Caſe? Irene: 
tells us, that it is true in reſpect of the Father's hav- 
ing the Pre- eminence in every Thing, and fo alone 
knowing every Thing in the fr/# Place, or primari- 
ly: And therefore it was upon This Account that 
our Lord gave Him the Preference, and referred that 


Si quis exquirat Cauſam propter quam ia omnibus Pater com- 
municans Filio, ſolus ſcire & Horam & Diem a Domino mani 
_ ſtatus ef, neque aptabilem magis, necue decentiorem, nec fine 
periculo alteram quam hanc inveniat in præſenti; (quoniam enim 
ſolus verax Magiſter eſt Dominus) ut diſcamus per iplam, ſuper 
omnia eſſe Patrem. Etenim Pater ait, major me ff. Et fecun- 
dum Agnitionem itaque præpoſitus eſſe Pater annuntiatus eſt a 
Domino noſtro, ad hoc, ut & nos, in quantum in Figura hujus 
mundi ſumus, perfectam Scicntiam & tales Quxſtiones conce a- 
mus Deo. Tren. 1, 3. 6, 28. P. 153, 159. | 
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Knowledge to Him ſoleh, as the ſole Fountain of it; 
which it well became Him to do, eſpecially during 
the State of his Humiliation, while iz ,ura mundi, con- 
werſing below: tho' at the ſame Time the Son alſo has 
the ſame Knowledge, but derived, all Things being 
communicated to the Son, as Irenæus had obſerved, 
Baſil's and Nazianzen's Accounts of this Matter will 
Clear it np farther, and will fix Trencus's real mcaning 
beyond all rcalonable exception. 

Hall in anſwer to the Doubt, about our Lord's 
not knowing That Day, ſays, He will give the So— 
Jution which from a Child had been taught Him by 
the Fathers before Him: and which He repreſents in 
theſe Words: * As to what is faid, 2 one knows thi 
& Day, Vic upderſtand it as aſcribing to the Father 
« the primary Knowledge both of "Things preſent 
and Things to come; and as ſignitzing to us * 
« He is in all Things the primary Cauſe xX. Nas 
auxen chuſes rather to refer Chriſt's not Low 
Tat Lay to is Hum rarity 3 yer He mentions allo 
this other Conſtruction of Chriſt's not knowing it 
origin aſh, or 1n that high manner, as the Father may 
de hid to know it. His Words are to this cffe n. 
It the firit Conſtruction be not ſufficient, we may 
give This for a ſecond: * As every Thing cl“ Cy 10 
« alſo the Knowledge of the greateſt Thirgs is to 
& be referred up to e Cauſe it ſelf, for the Ho- 
& Hur of the Father t. 

Every one may ſee that [renens's Conſtruction fill; 
in with This of Nazianzen and Baſil, who perhaps 
might Both borrow it from Him: Nor is it 0 5 

ne from Ireuæuss Words to prove that He meant 
ary thing more. Nav, the Words themſelves molt 


* To, YH ic edt, TV Fear eu Tay L LL Gm *. 1. coe 8. 
T6: r Faw EVE" v7 050 Kut de BUY TY TV W Kr TOG Ges. 
gr ws 25 6h £4 . pc Ga &, «Bail. Ep. 391. P. 1165. 
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eaſily and naturally reſolve into This Senſe, as I 
had abundantly before proved from the Context , 
and from [reneus's main Scope aud Deſign in the 
whole. | 
You call it pleaſant for me to add, conſequently in 
all Knowledge, where Irenæus ſays that the Father com- 
municates in all Things to the Son. But is it not more 
pleaſant of you to underſtand by, all Things, all other 
Things, which Treneus does not ſay, nor does his 
Argument require it, but the contrary ? | 
| took notice of Dr. Clarke's ſlipping over ſome 
Words thro Inadvertency: Which Words He has ſince 
added in hi; ſecond Edition. And here, to ſhow 
your inclination to find of little Fault, you blame 
me for taking no notice of the Amendment. Indeed 
the Thing was very flight, ſcarce worth remembring. 
Yet in two later Editions of my Book, which you 
might have ſeen, I was fo juſt to the Doctor as ro 
leave my former Words out. And now, I think, 
you ought to have enquired betore you took this 
needleſs Handle for Comphaint. As to manifeſtuus, 
which you conſtrue expreſſly acclared, I, fer forth, re- 
preſeuted , or ſaid ( which you wezkly call deceiving 
the Reader) it is not very matcrial which be ta- 
ken, provided only the Queſtion were why, or in 
what Senſe, our Saviour declared it; not, why the 
Father only. knew the Day, Which Queſtion Trenæus 
reſolves in ſaying, Prepoſitus eſſe Pater annuntiatus eſt. 
It was in this Senſe He declared Him to be alone 
knowing , as declaring Him Prapoſitum, ſet before, 
preferred to the Son in Knowledge, on Account of 
His being alone Firſt in every Thing. So that the 
Sum of all is, that [rezenus does not ſuppoſe the Fa- 
ther more knowing, but knowing every thing in the 
higheſt manner; as having it primarily, and from none; 
which was alſo the Sen'e of Baſt, and Varianzen. But 
enough of this. You go on to Origen; whom I 
had cited, after Irenens, Ignatius, and Clemens of Alex- 
@aria, to confute your round aſſertjon, that Al the 
H h 2. Ailegę 
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Ante-nicene Writers believed the Xo @* to have been 
Ignorant, &c. when you could not prove it of 0 
much as One. Irenens may now ſtand ; as alſo 1z. 
natius, and Clemens. As to Origen, you have nothing 
to object againſt what I cited Him for, namely, 
that the Son knows as much as the Father, or all 
that the Father knows; which is Omniſcience in the 
higheſt and fulleſt Senſe, not your relative Omni. 
ſcience, no where found among the Antients. But 


you oppoſe another Paſſage of the ſame Comment, 


ſaying, that the Father is greater than the Truth, 
that is, than the Sn: Which no body doubts; greata 
as Father, which is all that Origen means. And whit 
is That to the purpoſe? Your other Quotation ou: 
of Jerom, (then a vchement Apti- Origeniſt , and 
{training every Thing to the worſt Senſe) is of very 
light Moment. Let the Reader conſult Bp. Bul' 
in Detcnſe of Origen againſt Jcrom's Invectives: For 
I bave no Inclination to repeat: Or let him turn to 


Origen's Treatiſe againſt Celſus, whete Origen di- 


rectly contradicts that very Doctrine which you, 
upon TJerem's Authority, endeavour to aſcribe to 
Him; Ile aſſerts, that the Son knows the Tatha 
KAT ai: y, ſuitably to bis Digzityt. 

From thc ſlender Oppotition which, after long deli- 
beration, you have been able to make againſt the Son's 
Om:nifcience, it ought now to pals as a Thing concluded 
and determined; being fully ſupported by Scripture and 
by All Antiquiiy. For bclides the particular Teſtimo- 
nies before mentioned, I gave you alſo a general Ar- 
2 to prove that the Son's Omniſcience mull 

ave been a ruled Caſe, a ſettled Point with the 
Ante- nicene Church: To which Argument you make 
not a Word of reply. Only you ſingle out an Ex- 
preſſion of mine, relating to Sabellianiſm, which you 


* Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 121. 
J Origen, contr, Celſ. p. 283. 


think 
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think is not juſt, and which you call abuſſug the Rea- 


der; tho' you have not yet been able to produce any 


one Inſtance where I have done it. I have diſcover- 
ed many in you, and ſhall many more as I paſs on. 
What you blame me for, 1s for ſuppoſing that the 
Greek, Word Hypoſtaſis, ſigniſied Perſon, during the 
Time of the Sabellian Controverſy. I do aſſert that 
it did, and could very eaſily prove it: But Bp. Bull 
has already done it to my Hands*. And it is ſome- 
thing hard, that as often as you forget your (elf, or 
happen to be ignorant of what every Scholar ſhould 
know, I wall be charged with gb»y/ſmg my Reader. 
As to the Sabelliay Notion of pic uvroguaos e- 
cums, I have before ſhown how 1t is to be under- 
ſtood: And that Euſebius Himſelf ſo underſtood it 
is plain to every Man that can read Him. Bur I 
ſuppoſe, the ſecret reaſon of all This was for the fake 
of a Tranſlation of your's, one ſingle individual Sub- 


ſtance under threg perſonal Diſtinctions: Which tho" 


lireral, is a very falſè tranſlation; as ſubſtance and per- 
ſonal Diſtinflions are now underſtood: And therefore 
this vas meanly applying to the Populace. The 
true Senſe of the Words, as we ſhould now expreſs 
It, is, one Perſon under three Nominal DiſtinCtions : 
which is manifeſtly what Euſebius meant by it; as 
may appear from the Account I have given of Him 
above, (p. 192.) Your referring me to Dr. Cadworth is 
pretty extraordinary; when it is well known that 
That great Man was miſtaken, and that his Ac- 
count of That Matter (eſpouſed alſo by Curcellæus) 
has been at large confuted by Bp. Srillingflect t; not 
to mention what has been done alſo by Dr. Wall **, 
and others, ſince That Time. 5 


* Bull. D. F. Sect. 2. c. 9. p. 103. ec. 

+ Stillingfleet on the Trinity, p. 76, to p. 100. 

** Wall's Hiſt. of Infant Baptiſm, p. 337, to p. 354. 
True Scripture-Doctrine continued, p. 239, to 252. 
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The Truth is, had Dr. Cudiorth but diſtinguiſh 
between Subſtance of Subſtance ( which ſuppoſcs 9 
Diviſion, but one Subſtance ) and ſaying Subſtances, (; 
Eſſences, which implies Diviſz: , luis Account hit 
been in the main, very juſt: For the Fathers knen 
nothing of a Trinity of Aſodes, ſuch as ſecms to hay; 
been taught by ſome of the later Schoolmen. But | 

als on. 

The Eternity of God the Son comcs next undx 
Conſideration. You tell me, it is not alike deſcribe 
with the Father's, becauſe the Fathcr's is rnoriginar, 
and underived: But where do you find unor- ins 
or underived, at all mention'd in the Texts whe: 
the Father's Eternity is deſcribed? You may coll. 
it perhaps by Inference: But ſtill the Scripturs 
Phraſes tor the Eternity, wherher of Father, or So, 
are the ſame: Neither does the Diftinction of d 
and underived ſignify any thing as to the Senl: a 
Eternity, which imports neither more, nor leſs the 
beginningleſi and endleſs Duration. You next ende 
Your to find ſome Difference in the manner Whcren! 
the Texts are applied to each Perſon. As to te 
Phrafe Firſt and Lal, it has been vindicated alrcacy. 
As to Rcv. i. 8. which you underſtand of the Fatty, 
it is to be interpreted (with all Antiquity ) of Gull 
the Son*. I know how much it concerns you to! 
contend for the Application of This Text to Gul; 
the Father; And thercſore it is that you plead 6 
{trenuouſly for it towards the latter ad of Qur7! 
172, It will be of ſome ſervice to ſettle Thi 
Text here; and therefore I ſhall ſtop a while t 
confider the Strength of your e in} 
My Sermons. LES | | 
I. I pleaded from the Context. 

2. From Antiquity, _ | 


& See my Sermons, p. 227, &c, 
Deteale, p. 451. 


Il 
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3. 1 howed the Weakneſs of the Doctor's Reaſons 


j 


for applying the Text to the Father. 


As to the Context, you make no reply at all; tho? 
it is certainly of very great Moment, for the aſcer- 
raining the Conſtruction. As to Antiquity , never 
were Men more unanimous than the Autients were 
in This Matter; there being no one Exception, on 
Record, againſt it. And tho' you may make flight 
of Poſt - nicene Writers, ( Athanaſins, Ruſſinus, Gre- 
gory Nazianzen y Phebadins , | Ambroſe, E iphanius 8 
Ferom, Auſtin , Andreas Caſarienſis) yet their con- 
curring Voices in the Caſe are really very conſidera- 
ple; and amount to a probable Proof, at leaſt, of 
the univerſal Senſe of the Aue- nicene Church; eſpe- 
cially where nothing can be brought to confront it. 
I obſerve, it is pretty frequent with you, upon the 
citing of Euſcbius ſingly, immediately to oy out the 


Antient Church, even in Points wherein Euſebius ſtands 


alone, or runs counter to the Antients. I have cer- 
tainly a much better right to claim the Verdict of 
the Autient Church, upon the Strength of ſo many 
Evidences, (and few of them either much later, or 
leſs conſiderable than Euſebius) in a Matter which 
the Antients have no where contradicted. But, I ap- 
pealed allo to Two Ante -nicene Writers ( Hippolytus 
and Tertullian, to ſay nothing now of Origen) and I 
obſerved farther, that Their Teſtimonies in the Caſe 
were not to be looked upon mercly as the private 
Judgment of Two Writers, but as thowing that the 
Praxems and No:tians had all along taken it for grant- 
ed, that the Church applied Rev. i. 8. to God the 
Son; and that Zippolyras and Teriullian, however 
preſſed in Diſpute, preſumed not to queſtion it.. A 
Proof of this kind amounts to more than many 
Teſtimonies of Single Fathers, in relation to their 
own Interpretation of a Text. As to Hippely- 
ins, you call Him (pag. 50g.) as uſual, a 
Spurious or Iuterpoluted Author; Your Pretences for 


Which have been anſwered, But we have Epi- 
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phanius here ſtepping in to confirm the fame 
Thing, viz. that Noetus urged that Text, as applicd 1 
to God the Son, againſt the Catholicks: And Hz: * 
anſwers as Hippolytus had done, by admitting th: | _ 

Text to be underſtood of Chriſt; borrowing hi; Of 
Anſwer, (as will be plain by comparing) from Thi; | 
very piece of Hippolyrus, which you call Spuriou,, pl 
or Interpolatedl. It is therefore manifeſt, that the 


Part we are now concerned in is no Interpolu 1 
tion. 

As to Tertullian, you ſay, He does not ſuppoſe This Tex: | " 
10 be ſpoken of the Son, (p. 508.) What does He net? a 
Surely, you never looked carefully into Tertullian. He : 


obſerves of the Praxeans, | (jult as Hippolytas docs 
of Noetus) that They had cited and urged Tn; 6 
Text againſt the Catholicks; applying it to God the | 


_ - — 2 = "= | 
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Son: And Tertullian, in his Anſwer, admits that Ap— n 
plication. Whercfore it is a clear Caſe that the Aue. ws 
wicene Church univerſally underſtood This Text of # 
the Son, and not of the Father; which I am now 8 
proving. What you throw in to leſſen the Senſe of = 
FavTxeL Twp, when applied to the Son, I paſs over y 
here, as not affecting our preſent Queſtion. Orige: Fo 
T infiſt not upon, becauſe of the doubtful Credit of 
his Tranflator: Vet, conſidering that the Text was 1 
certainly ſo applied before Origen's Time, and con- 7 
ſtantly after, it is more than probable that That part «| 
at leaſt is Origen's own. However, I want not his I; 

* Fpiphan, Vol. 1. p. 488. 5 
I Interim, hic mihi promotum ſit Refponſum adverſus id quod 1 
& de Apocalypſi Joannis proterunt. Ego Dominus qui of, (5 gu L 
Jut, G. venit Omuipotens; & ſicubi alibi Dei omnipotentis Appcl- 8 
lationem non putant filio convenire. Quaſi qui venturus eſt, non % 


ſit omnipotens, cum & Filius omnipotentis tam omnipotens kt 
quam Deus Dei Filius. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 17. 

N. B. The Praxeans could not imagine that any ſuch high Title 
could belong to the Son, unleſs the Son was the very Father +im- 
ſelf: which thercture They concluded Him to be trom This and 
the like Texts, 


Teſti 


3 Qu. VII. 
b "Teſtimony, having abundant Proof of wint TI aflurt, 
without Him. 
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Since therefore the Context, and all 4atiquity plrads 
on my Side for underſtanding I hat Text of God the 
Son, I muſt have ſtrong Reafons for the other Ab- 


plication , before 1 admit it. Dr. Clarke's principal 


Reaſon drawn from Verſe the 4 of that Chapter, 
I anſwered at large in my Sermons x. It is no more 
than This; that the Title, ich is, and which was, 
and which is to come, is given to the Father, ver. 4. 
therefore the ſame Title, ver. 8. muſt belong to Him 
alſo: As if the ſame Title were not often in Scripture, 
and in the Apocahpſe too, given to Both. I inſtanced 
in the Title of Alpha and Omega, &c. being applied 
by St. John, ſometimes to the Father, and at other 
times to the Son. All you have to fay by way of 


reply, is that the Title of & and & is indiſputably given 
to the Son in other Places; whereas This other is nc ver 
given to the Son any where elſe but here; where it 
1s diſputable whether it be given Him or no. To 
which I anſwer, that there is very little Force in This 
Argument, provided we have other good Keaſons 
for underſtanding the Text of God the Son in This 
one place; as we certainly have both from the Con- 
text, and from Antiquity : And there is ſtill the leſs 
force, if Scripture, and even St. 7% himſelf, has 
elſewhere applied, if not This very Title, yet cquiva- 
lent Titles to God the Son; which He undoubtedly has, 
For brevity ſake, I refer only to St. Js applica- 
tion of 7/2. ix. G, g. to God the Son + Holy, Holy, Holy 
Lord God of Hoſts: Which St. John exprefles {Rev. iv. 
8.) by xls o Jeos, 0 TFa7%247wp, much the fam 
with what we have Rev. 1. 8. 

There is therefore no Force in your Reaſoning 
againſt the Application of Rev. i. S. to the Son. 


* Sermons, p. 228. 
+ Sce my Sermons, . 20, 
1 1 Tle 
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The Doctor's other Reaſon drawn from the Aui— 
ents, as generally applying the Title 0 1 Tong Tag 
to the Father, is ridiculous; when we have pl: 
poſitive Proct that they underſtand this very Len: 
of God the Son. Whatever ule may be made cf 
the general Obſervation, (as there cannot much *) | 
does not affect the Queſtion about the Application of 
This Text to the Son. 

Having ſufficiently vindicated our Application 
of Rev. 1. 8. I may proceed, and make my prope: 
Uſe of it, as occaſion may require. I may noy 
venture, by your allowance, to call God the Son Sn. 
preme over all; which is your own rendring ct 
o TFevrloretmwp. And let us not preſume to deal pr 
tially and uncqually between the Father and the Soy, 


in this important Queſtion. We may now return d 


the Point of the Son's Eternitg. 

I obſerved, in my Defenſe t, that by cluding the Proc 
of the Son's Iternity, you had ſcarce left your {cli e 
ſor the Eternity of God the Father: Or if you had, [ 


deſtred you to ſhow in what Manner you could (cor. 


ſiſtept with your Principies) prove the Eternity of thi 


Father. You make a Doubt whether 1 intended i: | 


er ſeber Reaſoning, or Banter, You do well to put 
the Matter off with as good a Grace as you can; 
But I was very ſcrious in it; that you had com: 
very near dccating every Proof that could b: 
thought on in the Caſe; if you had not entirch 
Cone ſo. And indeed, 1 am {till of Opinion, tht, 
thro' your 1mprudent © Zeal againſt the Divinity 
of God the Son, you have really betrayed the cla: 
eſt and beſt Cauſe in the World to the firſt bold 
Aarcionite, or Manichee, that ſhall deny the eternal 
Godhead both of Father and Son, and affert fom: 
thrown Ged above them Both. You will remem- 
ber, the Queſtion was, Whether That particular Vel. 


* S290 my Sermons, p. 230. 
r Deſenſe, 5. 115. 
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n, called the Father, be the eternal God, or how 


you could prove it upon your Principles. His be- 
ing called God ever ſo often would amount to no- 


thing; That being no more than a Word of Office. 
His being Creator was nothing, That you could 
elude, His being Fehoval) was of no Weight, mean— 
ine no more than a Perion true and faithful to his 
gc | - ; 
Promiſes. As to his Eterniiy, none of the Texts 
were ſtrong enough for it, but might bear a li- 
mited Senſe. I may now ad, that the Title of 


To) OXCATOC, Almighty, or God over all, or the ſtrong- 


et Words of like kind in the Old Teftament, fignity 
nothing; being capable of a ſubordinate Senſe, Well 
then; what have you at length reſervcd, to prove ſo 
momentous an Article? Only This: that He is rhe 
Father, or Firſt Cauſe, of w#5m are all IThinss. But 
Firſt Cauſe is no where faid, That is your own. 
All that is ſaid 1s, To ws there is one God the Father , 
of whom are all Thins, 1 Cor. vii. 6. And you 
know how to clude the Force of the Word Atl 
Toings, when you are di-puting againſt Cod the Son: 
So that creating All Y hingt may mean no more than 
creating Some Things; as Chriſt's knowing All Tihinzs, 
according to you, means Some Things only. The 
utmoſt therefore of what you have proved is no 
more thin that He is Creator; And being Creator , 
you had told me long ago, did not imply Ererniiy, 
nor an infinite Subject Ex. You have not then been 
able to prove, that the particular Perſon, called the 
Father, is the Firſt Cauſe of all Things; or that 
there is not Another God above Him; who is really, 
and truly, and in the Aeraphy/ical Senſe, the eternal 
God, You may proceed as you think proper, to 
make up the apparent deficiency of your pretended 
Demonſtration. By looſening the Proof of Chriſt's 
Divinity, you have looken'd every Proof of the Di- 


* See my Defenſe, p. 117. 
3 init 7 


rn FPR — 
* 
. — 


252 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. VII. 


vizity of God the Father alſo; which perhaps yay 
was not aware of. For my Part, I ſhall always think, 
that his being ſo often called God, and true God, and 
his being Creator, and Almighty, and Jehovah, and H: 


that is, aud was, and is to come, are clear inconteſta. 


ble Proofs that He is the one meceſſarily-exiſting God, 
whole Exiſtence my Reaſon aſſures me of: And when 
I am got thus far, I will prove, by the ſame Topics, 
that God the Son is ſo likewiſe : And thus the ſam: 


Artillery fhall ſerve both againſt Manichees, and Arian, | 


while you by pleading the Cauſe of one, have inſcu. 
libly given up a greater Cauſe to the other. 

I muit however do you the Juſtice to obſerve, ther 
ſince your firſt writing, you ſeem to be drawing of, 


with the Doctor, from ſome of your former Prin- 


ciples. You do not now make the Word Gad to be 
always a Word ct Offce: Nay, you aſſert it to be 
very i»roper to ſay, that the ſupreme God has an Off 
(p. 220. ) Which makes a great alteration in your 
Scheme, and 15 jumping from one Extreme to Anv- 


ther; over-looking, as uſual, the Truth which lic 


in the Nid-way. 1 do not know, whether you can 
ver prove, That particular Perſon, called God the V 
her, to be the one cternal God. You ſuppolc thc 


Word Gd, when applied to Him, to dcnote his | 


Perjozzz and you ſuppoſe That Perſos to be the one 
eternal God. But Smppoſing is one Thing, and Prov- 
% Another: And I do not ſee how you have proved 
ir, or ever can prove it; unleſs you allow the Titk 
of God to carry the Notion of WVeceſſary-exiſtence in i, 
allowing the ſame alſo of Fehovah. Then indeed 
you may prove your Point as to the Divinity of God 
the Father: And as ſoon as you have done it, by 
the fame Arguments we wall alſo prove the Divini 
of God the Son. So, chufe you whether to take 11 
Both, or give up Both : For, I ſee no Remedy but 
that the Divinity of Father and Son mult ſtand, « 
tall rogether. Es 
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To proceed : You pretend now, that Jou Was not 


n againſt the Eternity of the Son, but ſPowing 
4 


the Weakneſs of my Arguments to prove his independent 
Eternity. You ſhall have the Liberty of recanting 
and growing wiſer, whenever you pleaſe. But the 
Truth of the Fact is, that you were then arguing 
againſt the Eternit of the Son, in thele Words 
quoted in my Defenſe, p. 117. This Office and Cha- 
rafter (of a Redcemer) relative 4o us, preſuppoſes not, 
nor is at all more perfect for, the eternal paſt Dura- 
tion of his Being. It was the Eternity, you ſee, not 
independent Eternity, againſt which you were diſput- 


ing. I ask'd, how you came to take for granted 


what you knew nothing of; viz. that any Power leſs 
than iafizire might be equal to the Work of Re- 
demption. And what do you fay to This? My Ar- 
gument is, if you cannot ſhow that it did not require 
infinite Power, you cannot ſhow that it did not re- 
quire an etcrpal Agent. You ſay, that a7 Office coe 
mencing in Time, docs not require an cternal Dura- 
tion of Him that executes. Right: Every Office docs 
not: bur we are ſpcaking of an Office which may 
(ior ought you know) require infizire, and therefore 
eternal Powers, becauſe nothing infinite can be in 
Time, You ſay, Infinity of Power is not a Conſc- 
quence of eternal Duration. Suppoſe it be not (which 


| you know nothing of again) yet my Argument is 


vice verſa, that eternal Duration is a Conſequence of 
Inſinit) of Powers ; which you did not attend to. 
At length you are forced to give up the Point; not 
being hardy enough to pronounce that the Work of 
Redemption did not require infinite Powers. 

Bur you attempt to prove it another Way. A 


| Mediator , you ſay, cannot be Himſelf the one ſ%:- 


preme God. You ſhould have ſaid (for it is all tha: 
you can prove) that a Mediator cannot be the ſame 
Perſon whom He mediates to. And this is what 
Fuſebius ſhows in the Paſſage produced by you; 
which was very needleſſly brought to prove what 

| | every 
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every Man's common Senſe teaches. The who 
Force of Euſebius's Reaſoning lies only in This, th 


the Two Perſons could not be one Perſon : Or if Ii 
meant any Thing more (which I am not ſenſible H. 


did) his Arguing is low, and trifling. J had pleadee, 
that by your Reaſoning, you had entirely iruftra:; 
the Argument drawn from the Acts of Creation, tg 
prove the Divinity of God the Father: For, the 0. 


fice of creating commenced in Time. You are plcalcd | 
to allow my Conicquence (however ſcandalous it 
may appear upon you) and to tell me, that the Pa. 


fectious of God the Father appear not barely and im. 
mediatcly from the Att of creating, but from the Con. 


federation of the Nature of a firſt Cauſe. I am ghd 


to find you begin to be reconciled to that met. 
fecal Word, Nature, which you will hardly allow u; 
to uſe. But I mult tell you farther, that by wcaken- 
ing, and deſtroying ſo many clear and unden 
Proofs of the Father's Divinity, you have not lit 
yourſelt cnough to prove Him to be the Fir? Cur, 
This perhaps you was not aware of, being entirch 
bent upon deſtroying the Son's Divinity; and taking 
it for granted, that the Father's would be admittid 
without Proof. It is a dark Buſineſs: But Diſpu— 
tants will ſomet imes overthoot. Dr. Clazhe, I be- 
heve, began to be ſenſible of his Error in this reſpcd, 
as having undermined every Scripture-proof of the Ne- 
cefſary-exijience of God the Father. By an Aitcr- 
thought, in the ſecond Edition of Scripture-Dactrine“; 
He was pleaſed ro allow that the Father's Self-e:1/- 
wexce and independent Eternity were taught in Rev. i. 8. 

I am very glad He aches upon That Text, be. 
cauſe we can caſily vindicate it to God the Son: And 


fo we (hall have an expreſs Proof of the MNeceſſary- 
exiſtence of the Son; and leave you, with Shame, 


co make out the Father's by ſome other as ex- 


* C. Nle's Script. Doctr. p. 264. Ed. 20. 
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"preſs Texts, or by Conſequence only. I have be- 
fore hinted, that 1 Cor. viii. 6. will do you no Ser- 


vice direttly, or by it ſelf ; becauſe all Things may 
mean ſome Things, and God to us, may not mean ab- 
ſolutely the God of the Univerſe, But if the Son's 
Neceſſary - exiſtence be once admitted, according to 
* Rev. i. 8. the Conſequence will be clear and certain for 
the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Father alſo; Thus as you 
had once loſt the Proof of the Father's Divinity, by 
denying the Son's; ſo by aflerting the latter, you 
may again recover the ſormer, and then all will be 
right. 


QUERY VIII. 


Woether Eternity does not imply Neceſſary- exit- 
tence of the So; which is inconſiſtent with 
the Doctor's Scheme? And whether the Doc- 
tor hath not made an eluſive, equivocating Au- 
ſer to the Objection; Since the Son may le 
a neceflary Emanation rem? the Father, by the 
Will azd Power of the Father, without any 
Contradiction? Will is e Thing, and Ar- 
bitrary Will another. | 


V E have many important Matters to debate un- 


the Reader's moſt careful Attention. 

You begin with telling me, that eternal Genera- 
tion does not imply MNeceſſary-exi lence, nay, that it is 
contradictory to it. Let us hear your Reaſon. Ge- 
reration is an Act, aud all Actions ſpring from the Will 
on); and an Act of the Will (that is, Eree Choice) 
cannot be neceſſary, p. 251. Your Argument is un- 
doubtedly juſt, according to your own wovel Senſe of 

he 


der This preſent Query, which will requue 
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the Word Act. But it is ridiculous to imagine, thy 
giving ew Names to old Traths can ever alter thy 
Nature. Either argue againſt Generation being 4 
Act in the old Senſe of Act, or confeſs your Trilling 
in bringing the whole to a Diſpute about Mrd, and 
Names only. In the old Senfe of Act; Generation j; 
an Act: In your zovel Senſe of Act it is not: And 
where are you now, but where you at firſt ſet out? 


You tell me, after the odeſt Pleader (to whom | | 


briefly replied in a Preface) that I have not been all 


to produce one ſingle Paſſage out of any one Ante-niccn; | 


Writer (you ſhould have added Poſt-nicene too, it 
being equally true of all the Fathers) wherein the $1; 
is affirmed to have emaned, or been emitted, from th; 
Father, by Neceſſity of Nature. 

Will you pleaſe to ſhow me, where either Sc. 
ture, or Fathers, ( Poſt-nicene, or Ante-nicene) eve 


laid, that God the Father exiſted by Veceſſity of Nu | 


ture. They have never ſaid it; tho' they have, i 
other Terms, aſſerted the ſame Thing, which we nov 
mean by Wece{ſity of Nature: And This may alſo be 
the Caſe as to the receſſary Generation of the Son: 
And it certainly is fo. To clear This momentous 
Point I ſhall here ſhow. 

1. Why, neither Father, nor Son, were ever ſaid, 
by the Antients, to exiſt by Weceſjity of Nature, but 
the contrary. | 

2. J ſhall ſhow that the Aztients, notwithſtandins; 
believed the very fame Thing which we now diffe- 
rently expreſs; namely the Nece{[ary-exiſtence of Gel 
the Son, as well as of God the Father. 

z. I ſhall inquire in What Senſe, or by whom, ::- 
ceſſary Generation, or Emanation was held, and in 
what Words They expreſſed it: Where I ſhall allo 
account for the Son's being ſaid to be generated by 
the Hof the Father. 

1. I am to begin with obſerving, why neither Father 
nor Son, were ever ſaid, by the Auticuts, to exiſt hy-. 
ceſſity of Natnre, but the contrary, None of the A 
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'ients durſt have ſaid, that God exiſts by Neceſſity, be- 
cauſe it would have been the ſame as to ſay, that 
He was compelled by a ſuperior Force, and againſt 


his Will (ſuch was their Senſe of the Word MVe- 


: 792 to exiſt. The Greek Ard yu had been much 


uſed among Philoſophers in This hard Senſe. Some 
had made 18s and *Avayxn* , Mind and Neceſſity, the 


Two Caxſes, or Sources of all Things. Some made 
Neceſſuy alone the firſt and higheſt Cauſe. Plato 


meant the fame as Uu, or firſt Matter, by Neceſſity © , 
following therein Timæus Locrus. Some made Ne- 
ceſſiy the Mother of the Fates, and the Firſt among 
the Deities* , Many made their Gods all ſtibject to 


Neceſſity ; as is particularly true of the Sroicks, I 
forbear to cite Paſſages which might be given in 
great Numbers. Such being the Uſe of the Word 
Neceſſity, no Wonder, it the Fathers forbore laying , 
that God exiſted by Neceſſity, or if they even denied 


it. 
Plotinus, a famous Platoniſt, of the third Century, 


denies that God exiſts u 41ay1s *© by Neceſſity, being 

no other than what He would chuſe to be. 
Lactantius hints at the fame Thought *. And 
upon the ſame Principles, the Fathers were always 
very careſul to remove every Thing of A 1 
rom 


a Vid. TIimaum Locrum de Anim. Mund p. 543. Ame. 
b Vid. Phurnutum de Natura Deorum, p. 19. alias 155, 
c Vid. Platonis Timaum. 
Chalcid. in Timeum, p. 377. Ed. Fabric. 
d Vid. Proclum. Theolog. Platon. p. 405, 406. Pauſan. l. 2. p. 93. 
Theodorit. de Provid. Dei Serm. 6. p. 562, 563. 
e Mer: 4, leur g r winrVaX ws oth du, 75m kd, Tim, Th 
WT og e179 amp 470; 4&4 HbA: det. Plotin. Enn. 6. P. 748. 
* Ex ſeipſo eſt, ut in primo diximus libro, & ideo talis elt 
qualem fe eſſe voluit. Lack. Inſt. l. 2. c. 8. p. 161. 
+ Tis 6 mi Greeryxoy ιιννẽEt &; ei ) An im ei fn} 
Nis £16 pun, 2 dice Fre Soc et cg %% Athanaſius, 611. 
Bonus Pater, non aut ex voluntate eſt, aut Neceſ/tate, ied ſuper 
utrumque, hoc eſt, Natura. Ambraſ. de Lid. l. 4. c. 9. p. 540. 
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from God; and would never ſay that He exiſted, 9 
was God, by Neceſſity. Damaſcen well expreſſes th; 
Thoughts of them All in Theſe Words. 

« God being by Nature good, and by Nature in. 
% dued with creative Powers, and by Nature Gd, 
ce not any of theſe by Neceſſity : For, who has hid 
ce any Veceſſity upon Him? I render dypuegy:s is 
dued with creative Powers, that being the Senſe of it; 
tho' otherwiſe, literally, it is Creator, 

As low then as Damaſcen, who lived in the eighth 
Century, we have no Inſtance, that I know of, a 
the Uſe of geceſſary- exiſtence, or of Neceſſity of Ni. 
ture in the modern Scenic. They that would ſcch 
for it, muſt look among the later Schoolmen, and net 


among the Fathers of the Church. When it {© 


came in, is no great Matter, nor worth my Search; | 


So | leave it to Thoſe who have Leiſure But! 
muſt complain of it as a great Inſtance of M-zfairn, 
aſter I had given you the Hint of This in the Pre 


* 


face to my Sermons t (which you have rcad ) for 


you ro bring up This Pretence again, that the Au. 
nicene Writers did not allow the Son to exiſt, or to 
be gencrated by MWeceſſity of Nature. Which Pre- 
rence amounts to no more than a poor Quibble upon 
an I xpreſſion: And you might have uſed the von 
lame Argument againſt rhe Neceſſarp-exiſtence even of 


Non ex voluntate, nec ex neceſſitate quia Deo nulla manet re- 
ceiiiias. Supra voluntatem & neceſſitatem eſt id quod eſt Det, 
gil. Tapf. de Trin. J. 10. p. 273. Conf. Toletan. Concil. x1. 

Þuc c wo d erjales & Seeg, oel ifrs, X Orca Sete, 0% 
W109 Y e ig Tis 56 0 m areyxyy , Damaſc. de Eid. 


Orth. J. 3. p. 228. 


E. V 247 aUTyv To Quo ix9v Terre; x 412/140 e @ure 5 6 Jie, 
92%, Quoi & ga bog, Dory N τ G 46 % 0 Ito, 8576, N 4. 
%, 2 Dn mugen o6* eis 2 £10060, U4Ts 7 At £49 $907 16 n S 
@ 11hics; Tis P 6 * PAT iT, $7 @"Y wu ; Maxim. Dilp. cum Pyrih. 
Tom. 2. p. 163. Combefis. | 

O Tas cawy Se & naTHh Pug w 4e, r, beg, Con, ge., 
GS, M dh,? dp BY 6 ανιντοιτ de gAtTW; * d, it arvoryung dn 
4 % Cyrill. Alex. ad Anat hem. 3. contr. Theodor. p. 213. 

+ Preface de Sermon, p. 11 
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God the Father. The antient Writers, I conceive, 
for eight Centuries (I know not how much lower) 


would have denied, or did deny, that God was God 
by Neceſſity : Well therefore might They deny, or 
never afſcre that the Son was generated by Ne- 
ceſſity, Yer They aſſerted the very ſame Things 
which we do, in reſpect of Father or Son, under other 


Terms; as I come next to thow. 


2. The Antients believed and taught the Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of God the Son; expreſſing it in ſuch Man- 


ner, and in ſuch Phraſes as were ſuitable to their own 


Times. The moſt uſual Way of expreſling what we 
call Neceſſary-exiſtence, was by ſaying, that Any Thing 
was This, or That, dee or x4T4 Pysw, by Nature : 
Another pretty common Way, was by o dy, To 0, 
Ts du, and the like, exiſting emphatically. Seve- 
ral other Ways of expreſling the fame Thing will 
occur as I go along, in tracing the Senſe of the Fathers 
upon This Head, the IVeceſſary-exiſience of God the Son. 


AMA. D. 116. ITGNATIVUS: 


I begin with Ignatius, one of St. John's Diſci- 
ples, Whoſe Words are theſe : „ There is one Phy- 
« fician, both fleſhly and Spiritual, de and unmade, 
ce tho* in Fleſh God, in Death true Life, both of 
« Mary and of God; firſt paſſible, then impaſſible, 
« Jeſus Chriſt our Lord a. The Word which I here lay 
che Streſs on, in Proof of the Son's Neceſſary-exiſtence, 


18 ayimros not made: A Word, but ſeldom, if ever, 
uſed, in this Manner, to ſignify any thing leſs. Thus 
Athanaſius o, and Pope Gelaſms ©, long ago, under- 
ſtood This Place of Ignatius: You pretend (p. 


2 Els «dT, os seu, 4 TE g TVWW AT, Vir #94 Ayer, 
27 af xi veõHẽ⁊xm. 9455, b. garde Can d Ann, » * Maple, 9 d 
Les, rer Tubyre;, voy Tore &TaY;, Ino $245d; 0 XO 5% . 
Iga. Ep. ad Epheſ. c. 7. p. 14. Gx. : | 

b Athanaſ. de Synod. Arim. p. 761. 


Gela us de duabus naturis. p. 690. Baſ. ed. 
L 12 295.) 
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295.) that the reading is &yewyT0s unbegotten, and 
that it is plainly ſer in Oppoſition only to Human 
Generation. But This which is ſo plain to you, is by 
no Means plain to Any Man elſe: The contrary 
is rather ſo from many Conſiderations. You mul} 
mean, I ſuppoſe, that He was unbegotten, as havin 
no Human Father, born of a Virgin. Againſt which 
Conſtruction there lie theſe ſeveral Reaſons. 1. That 


no other Catholick Writer ever ſtiled Chriſt «yer; 


on this Account. 2. That Ignatius is plainly ſpeak. 


ing of two ſeveral Natures in the ſame Perſon of 
Chrilt, as appears by the Antitheſes all along. Call 
it the Fleſh only, if you pleaſe (tho' He meant by 
Fleſþ human Nature intire ) yet you ſee the Oppo— 
ſition carried on quite through, Fleſh and Spirit, Fleſh 
and God, Death and true Life, one of Mary, the other 
of God, one paſſible, the other impaſſible: So that 
the plain Senſe is that one was made, the cther un- 
made: Unleſs vou will ſay, that as the Fleſh was be- 
gotten, the XC. / , the God was unbegotten: Which 
can bear but two Senſes, one of which will not ſuit 
with your Principles, nor the other with Catholic 
Principles. You will not ſay, that the XG was 
unbegotten of the Father, nor would Ignatius, that 
Chrilt, as Goa, was not begotten of Mary. It being 
a. Catholic Maxim, that Mary was JeoToxes : That 
is, the Doctrine was always held, tho' differently ex- 
5 and it is the expreſs Doctrine of Ignatius“ 

imſelf. Since then Ignatius was undoubtedly ſpeak- 
ing of what Chriſt was in two diſtindt Natures, 
or Capacitics, to one of which eds is applied, 
and «4 y&#1T9s to the other; you may readily per- 
ccive, that your Conſtruction of Him is entirely wide 
zud foreign. 3. I ſhall add thirdly, that I have ſome 
Reaſoa to doubt whether there was any ſuch Word as 


* xęis s © is F 355, 2 auoh iy bο tx Si. S Ae * 
FSTEET TD lgnat. ad Rom. c. 7. P-. 40, | 
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d& fo early as the Time of Ignatius. This will 
lead me into a long but uſeful Inquiry; uſeful upon 
many other Accounts beſides the preſent. You are 
of Opinion that the antient Chriſtian Writers, where- 
ever they ſtile God a ros, meant the ſame as ayev- 
' y170s, unbegotten, p. 294. My Opinion is, that it was 
late before they ſtiled Him ayes at all* ; and that 
when They ſtiled Him s, they never meant 
preciſely unbegotten, but either unmade „ or unde- 
rived abſolutely. We muſt trace This Point up to 
the old Philoſophers. Thales is the firſt of Them : 
And He uſes the Word @-yemes®, to fignify either 
unmade, or eternal. 
Parmenides, about a hundred Years after, uſes 


the Word aryeyToy, as is plain from the Metre ; and 


not in the Senſe of unbegotten, becauſe He ſuppoſes 


the ſame Thing to be LGVY YVES, begotten. 

Clemens underſtands the Paſſage of God But Eu- 
ſebius and Theodorit more rightly of the World : tho” 
perhaps Both may be conſiſtent, as ſome have ima- 
gined God and the World to be the fame, and pro- 
cceding from a Chaos. Bur I incline to underſtand it 
rather of the World diſtinct from God, as the only be- 
gotten of God; Leroy ns being a Title given to the 
Warld by Timens Locrns d, and Plato, who are imi- 
tated by Philo f. 


a Patri novum innaſcibilitatis nomen Eccleſia impoſuir. Cum 
enim Sabelliana Hæreſis genitum ex virgine Patrem voluiſſet aſſe- 
rere, ingenitum contra, Hanc confitendo Eccleſia tradidit Patrem, 
& utique in divinis Scripturis ingenitum nunquam legimus Patrem. 
Vigil. Tapſ. Diſp. Not. 21. 

b bre ounems mwr ren Jics' d yinres ap. Diog. Laert. I. 1. p. 21. 

Ti To ; . pre dipnr xe, pats TRAwriy, Thales apud Diog. 
Laert. p. 22. 

C Teac wan” a; arywnro id, & drwns3per tar, 

Obe, pweveyevic Tr, xc) eTpeptc, A d iner. apud Clem. Alex. 
P. 716. Euſeb. Præp. Ev. p. 43. Theod. Tom. 4, 504, 528. 

d Timzus Locrus, p. 4. Gale. alias p. 545, Amſt. 

e Plato Tim. c. 16. p. 239. Fabric. 

Vid. Orig. contr. Celi. p. 308. 


F Philo. p. 244. 298. 876. Here 
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Qu. VII, 
Here, then & tes can only ſignify wimade, eg. 
nal, or Neceſſarily-exiſting. 
Ocellus Lucanus * uſes it to expreſs beginningleſs and 


endleſs Exiſtence : or what we ſhould call Nec 


exiſtence ; always, and unvariably the ſame. 


Timæus Locrus applies it to Ideas, and to Drratiun, | 


where he ſeems to mean no more than Erernity, and 


Immmtability t. I read the Word with fingle v in 


Both places; there being no reaſon for making | 


double. There is a Paſſage of Timans *, cited by 
Clemens, where the Copies have &y@wmTo9s. Sylburgin 
had obſerved it ſhould be ayeyTos rather. But! 


— . . 5 / | 
believe the true reading is @yt#aT0s, to anſwer the 
I ſuppole, Timæus muſt have meant e, 


Dialect. 
by his Ala ad, one of his Two Principles: Avaya 
was the other. And I muſt note, that 4 / 
here ſeems to be uſcd in the Sznſe of wnderived 1h. 


{olutely. 
We may 


before Chriſt. It is frequent with Him to uſe th; 


Word «&yw1T@» to expreſs eternal, immutable exil. 
ence, that is, Neceſſary-exiſtence. And tho' He d. 


rived his »8s and N Mind, and Soul, from the 7; 


now deſcend to Plato, about 360 Yer | 


«a, yer He ſuppoſed them 2y@nT4, Neceſſarih 
exiſting ; as Athanæſius fr hath obferved : And the like 


* To Tx» A xt dyermror Ha Ti 3 % © 556, Ocell. L- 


can. p. 8. Gale. al. 506. 


Autos x &PI&pT0; 6 150 WO” Hvapyo; NνÿsHνν,ꝗꝭμᷓ . Id. 2. 


16, 28. | 


+ De Idea, 7 wiv &yivetey Te ua A xivaror, xa} ue 76, Tim. 


Locr. p. 2. &yv&rw X601w ,k e DννůH edi , p. 10, 


1 . Miz 03,4 TFavTWY d A ν,νj¶Gxẽ4 ( Leg. &ywero) 1 ute, | 
3 \ » 3 3 — . * WS BE: Bey | 
2 1 £N P24, WAN d i as & dpxatyoire, Clem. Alex. p. 718. 
Plato, in his Phedrus, applies This reaſoning to the Soul. PH. 


p. 344, Vid. Cicer. Tuic. 1. p. 45. ; 

Tt Oy aανE,ñ £% red #34300 vouy, xa Thy t% Tov you oy, PUR. 
$190%0)T%&; To i wy , ar” O ow t xs 60977 tu &i 
Athanaſ. de Decret. S. N. p. 234. 
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1 
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is obſerved of Him by Euſebius *. Dr. Clarke tells 
us, in his Demonſtration of the Being, &c. that, ac- 


* 


cording to many of Plato's Followers, the World 


Was ſuppoſed to be an eternal voluntary Emanation 


from the all-wiſe and ſupreme Cauſe >, But I know 
not whether the Doctor will be able to prove This 


ry 


nut, who is one of his Authorities, makes God's 


of them, in his preſent Senſe of POS. Ploti- 


Till to be the ſame with God's Eſſence And He de- 
Fives the very Being of God from his Mill, that is, 
from Himſelf e. Vou ſeem therefore to be under a 
þreat Miſtake when you tell me (p. 254.) that the 
Platoniſts expreſſly affirmed the World to be eternal, 
and by the Mill of God, and not by neceſſity : As if 
Will, in their Senſe (becauſe it is in yogr's) muſt 
needs be oppoſed to Mecefſiry, in your Senſe alſo of 
Neceſſity ; when neither their Senſe of Mil, nor of. 
Weeeſſity was the ſame with your's ©. | 
' To Plato we may ſabjoin Ariſtotle, who is known 
to make the World aywir@, Neceſſarily-exiſtent ; 
which you, (becauſe you affect Singularity) will needs 
Call ſelfexiſtent. But as there is certainly a different 


: 


a None Boiag 4 ,, 60100 Odoαανον e u Gerig x dN 
yr ir, E mpolag The Tod npars ainov roy Ayws, Od 
vg ix To wh TO aur; ryorivas didorcy Barra: Euleb. Prep, 
Ev. I. 13. c. 15. p. 694. 

b Dr. Clarke's Demonſiration, &c. p. 31. Ed. 4ch. 

c See Cud worth, p. 405. 

| & Baſil gives a very different Account of theſe Philoſophers and their 
Fan that They ſuppoſed the World eternal, and not by the Will 
of God. 

Kl xg Yom Toru Thy Payne) iu TULUT Hp xt 2 ler * Yd * 
, oye 1 ag avTH oure,Genous” 4 ele Domnokae 
er Th; dvr tg νντ e ayromwrw TTapumegny, Kai Gi A ay - 
70 6g NO 090 6 Tov Jeev, air dl ETPOKECETG,, 4% Thi og To C, 
ri Thy Aαννν. D- To &uyxo, Baſil, in Hexaem. Hom. 1. p. 10. 
So alſo St. Ambroſe, 

Quamvis cauſam ejus Deum eſſe fateantur, cauſam tamen volunt 
bon ex voluntate, & diſpoſitione ſua, ſed ita ut cauſa umbræ Cor- 
pus eſt, Ambr. in Hexam, 1, 1. c. 5. 


Idea 


* 
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Idea from that of Self-exiſtent fixed to the Word a" 


ur, when applied to the Thing cauſed, we will 
with your good leave, give the different Ideas di. 
ferent Names. Simplicius, quoted by Dr. Caawort*, 
obſerves of Ariſtotle, that while He makes God th 
Cauſe of the World, He yet ſuppoſes the Word t. 
be d &. Neceſſarily-exiſting. You ſay, Dr. Cui. 
worth juſtly charges Ariſtotle with making the Word 
Self-exiſtent, But Dr. Cudworth was a wiſer My, 
than to charge Ariſtotle with it. He obſerves, th: 
neither Ariſtotle, nor any of the Pagan I heologer, 
from his Time, ever ſuppoſed the 22 or the in 


»„— 


ferior Gods to be Self-exiſtent + ; but to 2 ettr- | 


nally from a Cauſe. You allow the ſame Thing 

(p. 294.) of the Stoicks their & r Heel, cue 
and meceſſarily-exiſting Gods, produced from the S. 
ſtance of God. So that now we have the Senſe ( 
Three famous Sets of Philoſophers, (Platon. 
Ariſtotelians, and Stoicks ) all diſtinguiſhing berwe 
Self-exiſlence and Neceſſary-exiſtence ; and all uſing tl: 
Word a4yanT@» to expreſs the latter ſingly, as oft 
as They applied it to Things produced. 

From the whole we may make this Obſervation, 
which will be uſeful to us in our reading the Fatly, 


that there is nothing ſtrange, or uncommon, in g. 


ving the Title of aywnT@ ro what is ſuppoſed u 
have been produced, or begotten, To the anticnt b. 
ſtances already given from prophane Writers, I sh 


add a few more of ſomething later date; one is fron 


the Hermaick, Books, quoted in Cyril **, where tli 
. . 3 c 
Ades is ſtiled &ywyTos, and yet , ys. Mar 


* To airior & Sg, Jeev Arr/wn, %, g Ne 4YTEY Donal anos 
Cudworth, p. 253. 
+ Ibid. 
* O £0 ©» 2x4 423,00m im Or priovpryor, Ade F manu 
/ 


hemir en © fuer inte xf dbu, irres, &. Ee Y Fre- 


regte 1 eroc, Ates, N 1. 5 actes 11 7. Apud Cym. 
Alcx contr. ju, I 1. P- 33+ 


Nj 
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may be cited from Plotinus , and other Platoriſ?s ; 
i who call Things a&yenTa, Eternal and Neceſſarily- 
| exiſting, tho proceeding from Another. All the 
while it is obſervable that a ee was ſometimes 
' uſed in a higher Senſe, when applied to what Thoſe 
' Philoſophers called the Fir/# Cauſe, or Supreme God > 
for it might then ſignify both Weceſſary-exi/ience and 
' Self-exiſtence, that is underived ablolutely : Tho' it 
might often ſignify no more than Meceſſary-exiſtence, 

abſtracting from the Conſideration of Self - exiſtence 3 
which may beſt be judged of by obſerving what the 

Word is oppoſed to. I meet not however with the 


Word d mr & to denote particularly Self- exiſtent : 
nor does it ſeem to have been in uſe ſo high as Philo's 
Time. For, when Philo had a mind to expreſs 


how the As % Was Meceſſarily-exiſting, but not Self- 
exiſtent (ſo I underſtand Him) He had no way of 


doing it but by ſaying that He was not & % in 
the higheſt Senſe as God is, nor untès in the low 
Senſe as Creatures are, but between Both f. If he 


had had the Two Words «'yeyTos and £yevrT:s, He 
might much more eaſily have expreſſed the Thought: 
As many of the Chriſtian Fathers did after. I take 


the Word d ys to have been firſt brought in by 
the Chriſtians, to diſtinguiſh the Father from tlie 
don; that is, Unbegotten from Hegotten. But when, 


3 rmx wiv g0p Td ae x. &, & br win 3,29v00 Thy 6:29 # 
3% GAGE &i, Frog G@ANs ov ew. Plotin Enn. 2.1, 4. p. 101; 
102, 

A Ter Jay odo 060} $-/410v70* To LPT, Gt kr 00 rem: rer 
— c 0} 255 TewTn; Hg, 7 RAAGAG? x&lCorray d e 683) W345 
6 ET 457 1924s Salluſt de Mund. c. 2. p. 245. 5 | 

_ Avroy UT x57 wor A Ts © hywnror ee Gnaryrn——— M6 
2p pon OFtips TH, 099% E. x bri EYE?) Ut 7798 T'00 OJ 

 654%mG. er70; teh 1g" jh0u en T2 Toy 8 57 & 5: ov cet, xe TOY GO WAV 
dagen, Wane Hai pwn, 9 re D H HA G ανẽ cx. 

Salluſt. de Mund. c. 7. p. 256. 
+ ure &";ernr 0; ws F825 s, 9e Yevur oc 6 5455 D ab T9; 1 


Angwy, aH er ige tꝭ ng, Philo, p. 509. 
L 1 9: 


AG CAN A ee 
— * 7 
- 


| 
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or by what degrees it came into uſe, is not caſy to 
determine, Hardly ſo early as Ignatius; or if it 


had, He would not have applied it to God the Soy, | 
in any Senſe: Wherefore it is highly improbable tha | 


&yw1T© ſhould be the Word in the Place cited. 


But &yY&#yT:s was a common Word, and very appl. 
cable; and the more likely to be applied by Him t9 


God the Son, whom He alſo ſtiles, as the 7rd, | 


5.4 . . . . 1 
41, X of like Signification with aywTC>, an 
frequently join'd with it in antient Writers f. 1 


have nothing farther to add, but that the Arian In. 
3 
terpolator well underſtood the force of 4y#;TEx n 


That place of Ignatius; and therefore craftily enough 
altered the Paſſage, applying it to the Father only; 
ſuitably to Arian Principles, which allow not either 
r, or &yyT@» to be applied to God th: 
Son. 

I ſhould take Notice that Theodoret lays it to the 
Charge of Satarnilus, that He aſſerted our Saviour 


to be not only d inros, but alſo & V A, thar- 
in contradicting Himſelf, ſince He owns him to 


' have a Father. But it is difficult to know whether 


Theoderet drew This from Saturnilus's own Expreſſions, 
or only expreſſed what He took to be Saturnilus 
Senſe, in his own Words. If the former were cc: 


tain, we ſhould have a Proof of aye&vmT@» being 
uſed about 1gnatins's Time, tho' among Heretic 
only: But That I leave to be conlider'd. I inchne 
to think that even when the Father was ſpoken of, 


the Word was ſtill «y#7T0s but underſtood ſometimes 


* 06 151 4, e 269/06 . ies, * dl rl 9 1 eU. Ignat. 4d 
Magneſ. p. 23. N. B. Gidieg here looks backwards, and is to be 
underſtood 4 farte Ante, as the Schools ſpeak. Compare whit 
Irenæus ſays; Ubi eſt ige non erit Logos; & ubi Logos non uil- 
que eſt ſige. Iren. 1. 2 c. 12. p. 129. 2 

+ Ti r $3 Te ive x G νννν x & αε r; 4 220105 eu 
frre Iran, Plutarch. de in Delphis Script. 

** Theod, Hzret, Fab. p. 194, 


in 


Qu. VIII. n 855 
ia the higheſt Senſe, ſignifying Selftexiſtent; as we 


ſee in the Sybilline Verles *. Athanaſins's Obſerva- 


tion may hold true, that the u 0 &ywyTY, did not 
ſignify the one unbegotten, but the one underived t, 
when applied to the Father; carrying in it both Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſlence, and Self-exiſtence : Tho' it was often 
expreſſive of the former only, being underſtood 
in oppoſition to precarious Exiſtence , and no- 
thing elſe: and ſo the Son might be included in the 


ty To d I have made no Account of any 


. * / 
Latin Tranſlation of the Greek e es, becauſe no- 
thing is more uncertain. The Tranſlator of Trenæus 
is various, and often tranſlates by innatus, or ingeni- 


tus, Where it is plain the Word ſhould be infettas. 


Tertullian ſometimes tranſlates the one Word LY ros, 
by rwo together » tanatus & infectus; which con- 
firms me that the Word was f e, and that 
for want of a proper Word for underived, He choſe 
to expreſs it by Two. Yet Tertullian has alſo the 
Word innatus for unbegotien alone; applying it to 
the Father in contiadiſtinction to the Son. But I 
ſhall weary the Reader. He that would ſee more of 


the Uſe of ayayT@, may conſult the Authors in 
the Margin**, The Benefit of what hath been hint- 
ed will appear as I go on. 


* Ec; Jess Bs {4gv0; 2615 vip νn6 d unreg. Theoph. Antioch, 
P. 181. | 

*AuT6/£175, d, n ETKYTE XLUT WV HNamrarrog, Ibid. 

+ *Oux efjrosmey ON ors el zin % To d Tov æarięa 
AiyorTt;, CoH Ws ET) KY Teh htT0G OvT0G red A rw; g- 
Jr, d &7s n £3,846 Te CiTbOY, x pGrNGCv RUT 0; rar 1p tis £53 
Tis ToPizs, &c, Athan. Vol. 1. p. 761. Bened, 

** Suiceri Theſaur. | 

Petavius de Trin. I. F. c. 1, 2, 
Cud worth, p. 253, 254. 
Montfaucon, Admon. in Athanaſ. de Decr, S. N. p. 207. 
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A. D. 145. JusTIN MARTYR, 


I am next to ſhow, that Juſtin Martyr alſo taught 
the Neceſſary = exiſtence of God the Son. His Doc. | 
trine is, that the Son is d % The I AM ; a Phraſe | 
expreſſing, according to F#ſtin, and all other th: 
beſt Criticks, proper emphatical exiſtence; the ſame 
which we now call Neceſſary - exiſtence, As to the | 
Proof of the Fact, that Juſtin really ſtiles God the 
Son d du, and in his own proper Perſon, I have give 
it in my Defenſe *; and am now only to take off 

our Exceptions to the Evidence. You have ve 
firrle of moment to reply; which is the reaſon I ſup- 
poſe, that you appear ſo fretted all the way unde 
this Query, and betray a very indecent warmth in 
your Expreſhons. You have only your old Pretence, 
(which is worth nothing) that, according to Juli, 
Chriſt was Meſſenger, or Miniſter to the Father: And 
ſo He was according to Me too, in my Defenſe, and 
now; And yet He is 0 @ together with the Father; 
and He will be, maugre all the Endeavours of pa“ 
ſionate Men to the contrary, 

I infiited farther in my Defenſe t, that the ver 
Reaſon given why the Father is God, Yes ( not 
o Jecs) is becauſe He is ], Neceſſaril-exiſtin. 

Now ſince Juſtin every where expreſſly tiles the 
Son Jeos, and ſays that He is Jes, God, He mult | 
of Conſequence believe the Son to be Meceſſarij- 
exiſting. Here you are in a Paſſion; telling ms | 


(Y. 296.) that it « exattly as ridiculous as if a Min 


ſhould argue that ſince, according to St. Paul, God's be- 
ing the Father, of whom are all Things, is declared 
zo be the Reaſon of his being the One God; then. 


fore if the Son be not the Father, He is not God at al. | 
But have a little patience, and you will fee tie 


* Defenſe, 2 37. 1402, 1 = 
+ Defeuſe, p. 153. 8 cnn 
Carte 


Sous pow ws we nw 21 * 
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clearer. Had St. Paul ſaid, that the Reaſon of the 
Father's being God, is becauſe He is the Father of 
whom, Kc. It would be manifeſt, that, according 
to St. Paul, no one could be God that was not alſo the 
Father of whom, 8c. But as St. Paul has ſaid no 
ſuch Thing, the Caſe is not parallel. Nor is the 
Father's being the Father of m, &c. the Reaſon 
or Foundation of his being the One God, but only a 
Reaſon why He Penne is ſtiled the One God : 
ſo that you have yet faicl nothing to take off the 
Force of my Argument relating to Faſtin. You are 
extremely angry at my conſtruing a s in Tuſtin, 
eternal, uncreated, immutable, not unbegotten, or 
ſelf-exiſtent s And you ſay, (p. 292.) that J have not 
the leaſt Ground for it, from any autient Writer hat- 
ſocver. Who would not imagine you were perfectly 
acquainted with every antient Writer , to talk of 
Them fo familiarly ? I have ſhown you from many 


antient Writers, that «yenTos has been commonly 
applied to Things begotten, or proceeding ; where it 
could not ſignify rar. I would farther hint 
to you, which perhaps may ſurprize you, that you 
cannot prove that ever Juſtin Martyr uſed the Word 
ayemTo0s with double , or that He knew of any 


ſuch Word, That He uſes ds is certain; 
ſometimes meaning by it underived abſolutely *; 
ſometimes Neceſſarily-exiſting t. One Thing I will 
preſume to kxow, and to be certain of, that in the 
Place by me cited, He uſed it in the Senſe of Neceſ- 
ſarily-exiſting, and no other; becauſe it is oppoſed 
to precarious, Pie able Being ; as I ſhowed in my 
Defenſe : And this was the Senſe that the old Phi- 


loſophers moſt commonly uſed it in, whether 


* Pag. 387, 408, 410. Ed. Thirlby. 
I do not meet with more Places where the Word muſt neceſſarily ſig- 


wify more. In the reſt, I conceive, it muſt, or may ſignify no more 
han Neceſlary-exiſtence. Pp 9 Fei 


I Fag. 20, 37, 72, 78, 114, 128, 148, 149, 150. 
ſpeak- 
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Tpeaking of the ſupreme Cauſe, or their incorruptill 
Deities, as oppoſed to the corruptible Creation. 


You tl ink . (for fo I read it) in his ſe. 
tond Apology *, muſt ſignify unbegotten. Far fro, 
it: it ſignifies no more than Eternal, or howeyy 
Neceſſariiy-ca ing. in my Senſe of the Word, Is 


— 


Argument requires no more than This, that God 


ſhould have none older than Himſelf to have given 


Name to him; And becauſe He had not, He had 
»o Name: wherefore alſo the Son (as Juſtin obſerves) } 


. . . 0 * 
being co- exiſtent with Him-( owz@r) from the (af, | 


and afterwards Begocten, had wo Name, having none 
older than Himſelf. Thus the Connexion of Juin; 
Senſe is plain and clear; and his Obſervation juſt and 
natural. Oh, but you ſay, Tuſtin, in this very Sey- 
rence, ſtiles the Son YWV@[44905) in expres oppoſition 10 
eyewyTogs, But, That I deny; Yav@ws:s is oppoſcd 
only to urs, his Temporal Generation to his Zrer- 
nal co-exiſtence with the Father: For ſo I interpret 
That Paſſage with the learned Dr. Grabe; fo en- 
tirely void of all Foundation is every one of your 
Exceptions. 

To thoſe already given I ſhall add one Proof more 
of Fuſtia's profeſſing the Neceſſary exiſtence of God 
the Son. It is from a Fragment only f; But there 
appears no reaſon to ſuſpect its being genuine. What 
J build my Argument upon, is FJuſtin's ſtiling the 
Aay0s, Life by Nature; by which I underſtand Wece/- 
ſarily-exiſting Lite, no Phraſe being more commonly 


uſed to ſignify Neceſſary-exiſtence than Pvots, or K&T% 
Cunr, by the Autients. This very Phraſe of Life by 


Nature, is ſo uſed by Cyril of Alexandria, ard 


* Juſt. Apol. 2. p. 13. Grab, p. 114. Thirl6. 
f H x Qunv (wn TpoorrAdKy Ta Thy OJogay OY: war, Fuſtin. 
Lagm. p. 406. Jeb. Grabe Spic:l, Vol, 2. p. 172. 


tha 
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others. But what moſt of all confirms This Senſe, is 


7uſtix himſelf, or a venerable Perſon whom He produces 
in his Dialogue with approbation, arguing againſt the 
Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Soul, upon This Topick, that 
ſhe has not Life in her ſelf b, but her Life is precarious, 
depending on the Mil of Another. Now, in This 


Fragment, Tuſtin aſſerts that the NS s is Life by Na- 
ture, and inlivening whatever is joyn'd thereto : The 
very Deſcription which the Platoniſts © give of the 
To Jet, the divine Being, which emphatically ex- 
iſts. I might add farther Proofs, from Juſtin, of 
rhe Son's MNeceſſary-exiſtence ; the ſame that Biſhop 
Bull has produced out of Him for the Conſubſtar- 
ziality; For, whatever proves one, proves Both. 
But theſe are ſufficient, and I may have occaſion to 
hint more of This Matter, when I come to an- 
ſwer the Objection made from the Temporal Genes 
latlon. 


A. D. 177. Ar HENACO RAS. 


Arhenagoras, our next in order, will be a powerful 
Advocate for the Neceſſary-exiſtence of God the Son. 


He declares Him to be 8 Ye ανν0⁰ not made; the 
very ſame Phraſe, whereby He cxpreſſes the Weceſ= 
ſary-exiſtence of God the Father *; and which comes 


| a Kare Pony i Can "Py Georg 6 mULYT I r,, ed. Cyril, A- 
ex. Contr. Jul. J. 7. p. 250. 

C Rur PUriv 6 Jig, Ws; Meg in Yod, u. Cen ix Cars, Cyril. in 
I Joh. „ 

: 97 AC att nas Con, PIT ®©as, t L Ai, X41 %eo, TY ondia, © 
4 97% 67% Pues sg. Greg. Nyſſ. contr. Eun. Or. 1. p. 1. 

b Ob 7b a cd i To Civ, &; To 96. Juſt. Dial. p. 23. Jeb. 

C Od & @; WETELo e Cir, & @; gn 776 zZ CON, 76 
I;ior 47 aro #31, Procl. Platon. Theol. p. 65. 

d Ox w; yorowmew, Athenag. p. 38. 

e Adr juw os und νj, 676 To Iv of e/ivertls G To pol, 22, 
p. 21. 


| X » \ 1 57 
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Os gicti rr, GARAGE Yirewirws, p. 69, 
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to the ſame as ö dy, Quou av, a av, all Word 
or Phraſes, expreſſing in Athenagoras, Neceſi,| 
exiſtence. | 

It is ridiculous of you to plead in oppoſition vc me, / 


very ſame Sentence. Tt is the Thing that we content 
for, that He may be Yemﬀa, and yet Neceſſarily-exij. | 
ing; nay, that He is ſo, becauſe He is yemnya , yo. 
perly ſo called; every Son being of the ſame Mau, 
with his Father. And why might not Athenagyy | 
think the Son Meceſſarily-exiſting, and begotten alſo 
No Philoſopher, nor Catholick Chriſtian, ever im | 
gined it at all inconſiſtent for the ſame Thing to h 
both yer and dννατ , as may appear, in: 
good meaſure, from the Teſtimonies I have giv 

above. | N car 
I have ſomething farther to plead from Athen! 3; 

goras, He intimates, that God could never he 


without the A939sf, any more than without Re 
or Miſdom; which is declaring his exiſtence as . (| 
ſary as the Father's exiſtence is. See This Argumat| » 
of the Antients explain'd, and vindicated in my & mu 
mons *. Beſides that Bp. Bull has ſo fully defend feſe 
Athenagoras in particular, from the ſenſeleſs Chag: ] mal 
of his ſuppoſing the Son to be no more than an A. and 
bute, before his Generation, that an ingenuous Main fror 
ſhould be aſhamed to revive it, till He can meh pj; 
ſome tolerable Anſwer to what the Biſhop has ſad ſÞ it i 
But I have mentioned This Matter once before. HF 2 
You object, that Athenazoras ſpeaks emphatically 72 
of the unoriginate underived eternity of the Father, * 
the one rs and eternal God, and again, thit 
the #nbegottes God is alone eternal. Had This been 
really ſaid by Him, yet no body that knows Ahn 


1 

* Vid. Dionyſ. Rom. ap. Athan. p. 232. 12 
+ EE dei gap 6 $40, vols didi wn, exe av T5 e laut g rer N 

Ver aids oyincs wr. Athen. p. 38. 1 


»* Sermons, p. 243. Ke, 


gardh 


; Du. VIII. of ſome QUE RIES. 273 


£ could ever ſuſpe& that He had intended any 
© ſcien to the Bae of God the Son, included 


in Him; and therefore it were of no great Moment 


o diſpute This Point with you. But 1n regard to 
Fruth, I think my ſelf obliged to obſerve, thac no 
roof can be given of Athezagoras's ever uſing the 


Word d , but £nT5. It is under the con- 
ception of Neceſſary-exiſtence, not as unbegotten, that 
He propoſes the Father as the true God; in oppoſition 
to all the periſiin and feeble Deities of the Pagans * 
And while He does This, He {till bears in mind 
that This Father has a Son of the ſame Nature with 
Himſelf; and forgets not to mention Him in his 
5 Place: Particularly, in Thoſe very Pages 


37, 122.) from whence you quote the two Paſſages 
pf the unbegotten Father (as you call Him) He takes 
care to bring in the mention of the Son, as included 
in Him, and One God with Him. It is very ſtrange 
that an Antient Writer cannot be allowed to ſpeak 
of the Father, in the firſt place, as the One Cod, 
3 all the Churches in Chriſtendom have ever 

ne, and ſtill do in their Creeds ) but preſently He 
muſt be charged with excluding God the Son: As if 
reſerving Him a while in mind, and forbearing to 
make mention of Him till it be a proper Time 
and Place, were the fame Thing with excluding Him 
from the one true Godhead, Upon a View of the 
Places * where Athenagoras uſes the Word des, 
it is plain to me, from what I find it oppojed to, that 
He means no more than 8 Vu dανus, or £954 d Ne- 
&ſſary-exiſtence by it, in oppoſition to the Pagan pe- 
nihing Deities. 


A. D. 187. IREN ZEUS. 


Treneus will be found to teach the Neceſſary-ex- 
iſtexce of God the Son, many ways, with great Va- 


* Athenag. p. 19, 27, 37, 53. 67, 122, ; 
| I m riet 7 


274 A SECOND DEFENSE 
riety of Expreſſion ; ſometimes declaring Him to h: 


ipſe Deus, God Himſelf, ſometimes the Self ® of the 


110 


Father, Creator © often; which, with Trenaus, is 1. 


and a mark of Diſtinction between what is Nec 
rily - exijling, and what not: intimating alſo, thx 
whatſoever is a Creature could never create. I hat 
ſhown alſo, above, that Irenæus aſſerts the Son m0 


to be Another God, but the ſame God with the F. 


ther; from whence it muſt follow, that He 1s 40 
Neceſſarily « exiſting as well as the Father. He fant; 
ſuppoſcs Him Ged, in reſpect of his Sulſtance i, and ©. 


exiſting © always with the Father. By theſe and c 
the like Characters, too long and too many to be ber 


cited at length, docs this very carly and judicious Fahy 


proclaim the Neceſſary-cæiſtence of God the Son. IIA 


over and above produce Two Paſſages; one where . 
nens {tiles the Son Infectus, and Another where the 2 
ther and his W37d are fo deſcribed, as plainly to ſhe 
that They are one Neceſſary-cxiſting Being. The tut 
runs Thus b; * Thou art not, O Man, MNecefſi 


« exifiing, neither didſt thou always co-exi/t wit 


&« God as his own Ford, I make no doubt of Ia 


: 8 | 
being the rendring of s, a Word often uſed h 


lrenæus; Put whether He ever has ayemTos wake ff 


I am not poſitive: It does not apptar to me that He has 


a Iren. p. 132. 

b Iren. p. 139, 163, 253. 

c Iren. 44:79, 190, 21% 397, 31F-« 

d Iren. p. 169, 183, 240. 

e Iren. p. 288. 

f Geneiatlonem eius quæ eſt ex Virgine, & Subſtantiam ou 
am Deus. Iren. p. 217. 

Hen. p. 172, 163. 299, 242, 

Non enim intectus es, © Humo, neque iemper Co- exiſtebs 

Deo, ſicut propiium eus Verbum. Iren. p. 153. 


i The Reader may tuin 10 the Pages here narked, if He is di paſs | 


to examine. N. B. 1 mare no Accorint of the preſent Readings, 


Iren. p. 2, 5, 11, 53, 5+» 50, G7p 109, 101, 103, 153, 194i 


28. 285, 348. Beucd. Ed. 


No 


Qu. Vin. 


bats 8 a certain Argument of immutable Exiſtence, | 


— 


12t | 


Ou. VII of ſome QUERIES. ay; 


Now as to the Senſe of the place, it is certainly the 


moſt natural to refer each Branch of the Sentence to 
the fame Mord of God. That is to ſay, Neither art 
thou unmade, as the Mord is, nor didſt Thou abvays 
co-exiſt with God, as He, the ſame Word has. Bur 
becauſe it is barely poſſible for the Words to admit 
of another Conſtruction, I tha!l not contend about 
it. One Thing however is certain, that the eternal 
co-exiſtence of God the Mord is here plainly taught; 
which, among all ſober Reaſoners, will imply his 
Neceſſary-exiſtence, as well as Eternity, 

The other Place of Irenaus runs thus. 

« But in Him who is God over all, for as much 
« gs He is all Mind and all Word, (as we have ſaid) 
& and having nothing ſooner or later, or any thing 
« of diverſity ia Himſelf, but all equal, and like, 
« and ever continuing one; there can be no ſuch 
« order of Emiſſion (as the Gro'licks pretend X.) 

To This may be added another ſuch Paſſage. 

« For the Father of all is not a kind of compound 
cc Subſtance (Animal) of any thing beſides Mind, 
« 25 we have ſhown. But the Father is Mind, and 
Mind the Father. Wherefore it is neceſſary that 
the Word, which is of Him, or rather the Mind 
« it ſelf, ſince it is Nord, ſhould be perfect and im- 
&« paſſible, and the Emiſſions therefrom, being of the 
« ſame Subſtance with Him, ſhould be perfect and 
* impaſhible, and always continue like to Him that 
« cmitted them t. 


** 


** 


4 


Theſe 


* In eo autem qui fit ſuper omnes Deus, Totus Nus, & Totes 
Logos cum lit, quemadmodum prædiximus, & nec aliud Antiquius, 
nec poſterius, aut aliud Alterius habente in ſe, {ed toto æquali & 
Simili & uno perſeyerante, jam non talis hujus Ordinationis ſe- 
quitur emiſſio. Iren. p. 132. 

Non euim ut compoſitum Animal quiddam eſt omnium Pa- 
ter præter Nun, quemadmodum pre oſtendimus; ſed Nus Pater, 
& Pater Nus, Neceſſe eſt itaque & eum qui ex eo eſt Logos, imo 
magis autem ipſum Nun, cum ſit Logos, perfectum & 1 

m 2 City 
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Theſe two Paſſages will not be perfectly underſtood 
by any that are not in ſome Meaſure acquainted with 
the Gnoſtick Principles. Among other Conceits of 
theirs, this was one, that the Word was remote from 
the Father in Nature and Perfections, and liable to 
Ignorance and Paſſion: Which abſurd Tenet Jrency; 
here confutes, by teaching that the Mind is Mord, 
and the Word Mind, Both of the ſame Subſtance and 
Perfections. It is plain that by Word, in thoſe Paf. 
ſages, is not meant any Attribute of the Father, bur 
the Perſon of the Son, by what follows in p. 12, 
where He ſpeaks of the eternal Word der that 
Notion, and ſtill continues the ſame Thought cl 
God Himſelf being Word, or Logos, as before. The 
Mord therefore is perfect, is impaſſible, is neceſſaril- 
exiſting, as the Father is, according to Irenæus . 


A. D. 192. CLTMENS ALEXANDRINUS. 


Clemens is another unexceptionable Evidence fo: 


the ſame Doctrine. He {tiles the Son ros Sess“, 
really God: A Phraſe, which He often applies, with 
particular Emphaſis to God the Father *, as being the 
one true God, in Oppolition to pretended Denis, 
IT omit here, what I have before abundantly ſhown, 
that The Father and Son together are the one God, 
according to Clemens: I pals over alſo Clemens's Doc: 
trine of Chriſt being Creator, Almighty, Adorable, &c. 


eſſe, & eas quæ ex eo ſunt Emiſſiones, ei uſcdem ſubſtantia cum lint, 
cujus & ipſe, pert2&as & impaſſibiles & ſemper ſimiles cum eo 
perſeverare qui eas emilit. Iren. p. 139. 

Compare 

Qui generationem prolativi Hominum Verbi transferunt in Dei 
æternum Verbum, & prolationis initium dantes & Geneſim, quem- 
admodum & ſuo verbo. Et in quo diſtabit Dei Verbum, imo ma- 
2 ip/ſe Deus, cum fit Verbum, a Verbo Hominum, fi eandem ha- 

uerit Ordinationem & Emiſſionem generationis ? Jren, p. 132. 
a Vid. Maſſuet. Diſſert. Prev. p. 128. | 
b Clemens Alex. p. 86. 


c Clem. p. 45, 55, 60, 61, 81, 92, 150. 


From 


On. VII. of ſome QUERIES. 277 


from whence, by certain Conſequence, it may he 
roved that his Subſtance is truly divine, and neceſſa- 
rily-exiſting. I ſhall here inſiſt only on ſuch Paſlages, 
25 more expreſſly, and directly ſignify his Veceſary- 
exiſtence 3 among which this is one. 
« Bur This muſt of Neceſſity be took Notice of, 


e that we ought not to think any Thing wiſe by 


« Nature, but the To ge, the divine Being: Wherc- 
« fore alſo it is Wiſdom, God's Power, that teaches 
« Truth: And from thence the Perfection of Know- 
« ledge is received 4”, Here Wiſdom is plainly in- 
cluded in the To Jo, the divine Being, ſaid to be 
wiſe by Natare, that is, receſſarily wife. All that 
know Clemens's Stile, will allow, that by Wiſdom is 
meant the Son of God, the Teacher of Truth, as Cle- 
mens Himſelf explains it in the following Page e; 
And a few Pages after, He gives Him the Titles of 


ofia, Wiſdom, and dura uus is, Power of God *, as 
here, Wherefore God the Son is @uc# ovP3s, and 


alſo To Jeior, which fully expreſs MNeceſſary-exiſtence, 
Another Paſſage of Clemens, proving the ſame Thing, 
is as follows. We are not as the Lord, and if we 
« would, we cannot: For no Diſciple is above his 
« Lord. It is enough, if we be made ſuch as the 
« Maſter; not in Eſſence, for it is impoſſible tor 
„That which is by Adoption (or Appointment) to be 
« equal in Eſſence, (or Exiſtence) to what is by Na- 
« ture: Only we may be made eternal, and may be 
« admitted to the Contemplation of Things that are, 
e and may have the Title of Sous, and may ſee the 
Father in what belongs to Him &. 

In 
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Theſe two Paſſages will not be perfectly underſtood 
by any that are not in ſome Meaſure acquainted with 
the Gnoſticł Principles. Among other Conceits of 
theirs, this was one, that the Word was remote from 
the Father in Nature and Perfections, and liable t0 
Ignorance and Paſſion: Which abſurd Tenet Jreny; 
here confutes, by teaching that the Mind is Mord, 
and the Word Mind, Both of the ſame Subſtance and 
Perfections. It is plain that by Word, in thoſe Pal. 
ſages, is not meant any Attribute of the Father, but 
the Perſon of the Son, by what follows in p. 132, 
where He ſpeaks of the eternal Mord ok that 
Notion, and ſtill continues the ſame Thought of 
God Himſelf being Word, or Logos, as before. The 
Word therefore is perfect, is impaſſible, is neceſſart- 
exiſting, as the Father is, according to Ireners *, * 


A. D. 192. CLtmEens ALEXANDRINUS. 


Clemens is another unexceptionable Evidence fa 


the ſame Doctrine. He ſtiles the Son res Sils 
really God: A Phraſe, which He often applies, with 
particular Emphaſis to God the Father *, as being the 
one true God, in Oppoſition to pretended Derics, 
I omit here, what I have before r e ſhown, 
that The Father and Son together are the one Goa, 
according to Clemens: 1 pals over alſo Clemens's Doc 
trine of Chriſt being Creator, Almighty, Adorable, G4. 


eſſe, & eas quæ ex eo ſunt Emiſliones, eiuſcdem ſubſtantie cum lint, 
cujus & ipſe, perfectas & impaſlibiles & ſemper ſimiles cum co 
per ſeverare qui eas emilit. Iren. p. 139. 

Compare 

Qui generationem prolativi Hominum Verbi transferunt in Dei 
eternum Verbum, & prolationis initium dantes & Geneſim, quem- 
admodum & ſuo verbo. Et in quo diſtabit Dei Verbum, imo ma- 
2 ipſe Deus, cum fit Verbum, a Verbo Hominum, {i eandem ha- 

uerit Ordinationem & Emiſſionem generationis? Iren, p. 132. 
a Vid. Maſſuet. Diſſert. Prev. p. 128. 
b Clemens Alex. p. 86. 


c Clem. p. 45, 55, 60, 61, 81, 92, 150. 


From 
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from whence, by certain Conſequence, it may be 
roved that his Subſtance is truly divine, and neceſſa- 
rily-exiſting. I ſhall here inſiſt only on ſuch Paſſages, 
as more expreſſly, and directly ſignify his Neceſſary- 
exiſtence 3 among which this is one. 
« But This muſt of Neceſſity be took Notice of, 
te that we ought not to think any Thing wiſe by 


« Mature, but the To Oetor, the divine Being : Where- 
« fore alſo it is Wiſdom, God's Power, that teaches 
« Truth: And from thence the Perfection of Know- 
« ledge is received 4”, Here Wiſdom 1s plainly in- 
cluded in the To J, the divine Being, ſaid to be 
wiſe by Natare, that is, neceſſarily wile. All that 
know Clemens's Stile, will allow, that by Wiſdom is 
meant the Son of God, the Teacher of Truth, as Cle- 
mens Himſelf explains it in the following Page; 
And a few Pages after, He gives Him the Titles of 


gpl, Wiſdom, and qe Its, Power of God *, as 
here. Wherefore God the Son is @uo# ovPzs, and 


alſo To Jzio, which fully expreſs Neceſſary-exiſtence, 
Another Paſſage of Clemens, proving the {ame Thing, 
is as follows. We are not as the Lord, and if we 
« would, we cannot : For no Diſciple is above his 
« Lord. It is enough, if we be made ſuch as the 
« Maſter; not in Eſſence, for it is impoſſible for 
& That which is by Adoption (or Appoint ment) to be 
ec equal in Eſſence, (or Exiſtence) to what is by Na- 
« ture: Only we may be made eternal, and may be 
vc admitted to the Contemplation of Things that are, 
« and may have the Title of Sons, and may ſee the 
Father in what belongs to Him *. 

In 
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In theſe Words it is clearly intimated, that ny 
Lord is & r Sola, eſſentially, and oboei, by Nature, 
eternal, and kzowing, and Son of God: Which a; 
the known Ways, by which the Antients expreſs M. 


ceſſary-exiſtence. Puou as oppoſed to Se is a fami- 
liar and very common Expreſſion for what is auI. 
ly and zeceſarily, in Oppoſition to voluntary Appoint 
ment, or Deſignation f. 

Clemens nas Another celebrated Paſſage, worth the 
Reciting. 


C 


« The Son of God never comes down from |; 
« Watch-Tower, is never divided, never parted alu. 
„ der, and never paſſes from Place to Place; but ; 
« always every where, and yet contained no where: 
« All Mind, all Light, all the Father's Eye, {::; 
& all Things, hears all Things, and knows 
„Things &. 

Here we find the principal eſſential Attributes f 
God ( Immutability, Immenuy, Omnipreſence, 1 

a 


Omnifcience) aſcribed to God the Son. And w! 


can all This mean leſs than Weceſſary-exiſtence ? Con. 
Fare with it what I had juſt before cited from 7: 
neus; Wizo in like manner deſcribes God as being 3: 
Mind, all Word, exc. And it is obſervable, ti: 


a g & x7" N cus. cd gee 721 $1104 F154 Thy reptiy, m5 
17 Our mT 97.2186 *e, x 2 N dur Fe68:49 8/VwrEevts, 3 2 
c 747/085u3, © Tor RT ag «70 eis xxjoezy pgvey, Ciiill, 
Alcx. p. 469, 

+ Xr, xa of Quru , ite (a5 Ag. Greg. Nyſſ. cont: 
Eun. I. l. p, 17. 116. . 

Ex. Tf@Tey T9 ce, T6% 5. T&T age , erp % L247 @uony 
674/%*/WY K 7%7i;% d omp i x«T& Jim, Cyril. Hieroſol. p. 119. 
Ed. Benedict. 

d. & p. 46, 114, 117, 138, 149, 151, 152, 153, 158. 

Athan. p. 442, 527. Euſtath. apud Theod. Dial. 1. The n 
Doctrine was,  PYyru uy; Tis tar F J860, Alexand. Epiſt. apud 
Theod. E. H. I. 1. c. 4. | : 

* Quo gap them more Thy tured οN d QC Yee. & porch" 
, Gn dr , & u ix , tis w, T 
5 G 1d Tors, Xt) unde fun wean, AD» vis, dA Oe, ri 
%% o uAtub;, xd C29, v dn, tis FAN, &c. Cen- 
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Qu. VIII. v7. f ſore QUERIES. 1 


This was a Way of ſpeaking never applied to any 
but the eternal & neceſſary exiſting God. It is fo 
applied by Clemens Himſelf in another Place *, The 
Manner of ſpeaking was indeed firſt borrowed from 
the Philoſophers b, who ap lied it to none but the 
divine Nature as ſuch : And they are herein followed 
by many © of the Fathers, before, or after Clemens. 

I ſhall juſt point out one Place more of Clemens, 
taken Notice of by M. Lequien, the learned Editor 
of Damaſcen l. The Words are, Let us haſten to 
Salvation, to (baptiſmal) Regeneration, to be 
« united together many of us, in one Love after the 
« (Example of) the Unity of the one ſingular Eſſence e. 
The Words are ſuppoſed to be an Alluſion to John 
Xvii. 21, 22, 23. Where Chriſtian Unity is de- 
ſcribed by our Lord, as reſembling in ſome Meaſure, 
the Union of Father and Son. This Conſtruction 
of that Place in Clemens, is extremely plauſible : But 
that the Words are ſtrictly capable of no other, I 
will not pretend; Let the Reader make his ſudg- 
ment of it. Having traced the Doctrine of the Son's 
Neceſſary-exiſience down to Clemens, I need not go 
lower, where the Caſe is {till plainer. As to Teriul- 
lizz, you allow, that He ſuppoſes the Son to be a 
Self-exiſtent Part of God's Subſtance : Which is throw- 
ing his Senſe into iavidious Terms to diſparage it; but 


a "OA®- Ae a Dee. d,, 04 Tis TEETMU; prom Tore 
sd er, 6 9s. Clem. P. 353. 

b Xenophanes, ſome hundred Years before Chriſt, ſeems to have 
been the firſt that uſed it. Vid. Diog. Laert. p. 559. 

Plinii Nat. Hiſt, I. 2. c. 7. Sext. Empiric. contra Phyſ. 1. 
Sect. 144. 

Leuaus. p. 130, 131, 151, 240. Novatian c. 6. Lactantius de 
Opif. c. 2. Cyrill. Hieroſ. p 91. Ed. Bened. Zeno Veron. in Pia, 
p. 139. Hieronym. in Pfal. 93. p. 371. | 

d Damaſc. Op. vol. 1. p. 132. 

C Dxtd £45 org, £76 1. TRACY E116 41, Tr an POET.» 1, 
cu. of a, xe 77 Tr £16701; de, tracy, Clem. Alex. 


P- 7%, Compare p. 146. 
If 


230 A SECOND Derrnsr Qu. VI) 
is, in the main, confeſſing the Thing, that the Son 
is by Him ſuppoſed neceſſarihy-exiſting, and but oy: 
Per/on of the Trinity; which Tertullian might not 
perhaps expreſs in the beſt Manner, tho“ his Meaning 
is right and good. I might produce Vouchers for 
the fame Doctrine, as many Fathers * as have pleaded 
that God the Father could never have been without 
the Word, any more than without Thought, Power , 
Truth, Life, or the like: And thoſe I have reckon'd 
up in another Place b, whither 1 refer the Reader, 
I ſhall content my ſelf with particularly mentions 
ing one more only, and that is | 


A. D. 249. ORIGEN. 


T ſhall begin with the famous Paſſage in his Trex 
tile againſt Celſus, where He expreſſly ſtiles the Son 


eyaTO, unmade, that is, as I underſtand weceſſmi- 
ly-cxiſting. The whole Sentence runs thus ©. | 

ce Our Saviour and Lord, the Word of God, ſet- 
« ting forth how great a Thing it is to know the 
« Father, that He is comprehended and known prin- 
« cipally, and, according to his Dignity, by Him- 
« felt (the Son) alone, and in the ſecond Place by 
„ Thoſe who have their Minds enlighten'd by thc 
ce very Word of God, ſays, u one knoweth the Son, 
« hut the Father, neither - Father but the Son, and 


« Fe to whomſocver the Son ſhall reveal Him, For, 


c NO one can be able worthily to know Him that was 
« unmade, and begotten before all created Nature, 3s 


a Hippolytus contr. Noet. c. 10. Dionyſ. Roman. apud At hanaſ 
232. Dionyſ. Alex. apud Athan. 230, 253, 257. Alexand. apud 
Theod. J. 1. c. 4. Add to theſe Me: hodius (ap. Phot. p. 960.) and 
IHeognoſtus (ap. At han. p. 230.) declaring the Son to be eternal 
and uncreated, that is, zece/arily-exiſting. 

b Sermons, p. 244. 245. 
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I. 6. p. 287. 
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* the Father who begat Him : Neither can an 
&« one (know) the Father, as (He is known by) lus 
« living Word; is Wiſdom, and Truth”. I need hay 
nothing here in Defenſe of my Way of readring 
rds ern p TewroT *g, having {ul} ciently 
vindicated it in Another Placex. The Streſe of my 
Argument for the Son's Neceſſary-exiſtence, lies in the 
Word d , which you are very ſenſible of, and 
therefore endeavour all poſſible Ways, tho' in vain, 
to clude it.. 

You ſay, (p. 295.) that the Place is evidently cor- 
rupt. I ſuppoſe, becauſe it is evidently againit you, 
Bur where are your MSS? Or by what Authority do 
you pretend to pronounce any Place corrupt, without 
the leaſt Shadow of a Reaſon? You plead the Term 


gor % ©. But, That if rightly underſtood, con- 


rms the Reading rather than otherwiſe : For, if 


the Son was begotten before all created Nature, He 


Muſt be uncreatedt. And I doubt not but Origes choſe 


/ — 2 / / 
WMS ν,js PuTtas inſtead of as vhs, on Pur. 
poſe to make it anſwer the better to d e going 
before, and to preſerve the Elegance of the Sen— 
tence. You urge Yee ab, as if the fame Thing 
could not be faid ro be , and yet begotten : 
Which all the Philoſophers had admitted, and no- 
thing more frequent (as the Teſtimonies produced 


— 3 
above thow ) than the Application of Both to the 


| Tame perſon, or Thing: Not to mention that if 


Chriſt was a Son, in the ſtrict and proper Scnſe (as all 
the Fathers have taught) He muſt have been anmade, 
or aeceſſarily-exiſtins. Your laſt Pretence is from Ge- 


po T * er 
* Sermons, p. 59. See 44% Le Moyne, Not. & Obſerv. p. 447 
» J * 
Ilal's Defenſe, p. 37. 
, Dionyſius, of the ame Age, thus reaſons very remargaliyh the 
on the Phra π,νν , &. | 
1141 J ay, / f » de d een  */t! 
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fi #1, Dionyſ. Rom. apud Athanaſ. p. 232. 
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lenins, the Editor, rendring it ab eterno genitus: Which 
is deſcending low indeed. You might have urge 
the Authority of Dr. Clarke, if you had pleated, 
which would have 11 igniſicd to me as much as Gele- 
nins's. To imagine that ay warey ſtands for d, ⁰ννẽ, 
is making any Thing ſtand for Any T hing: What 


Man that knows Greck would uſe d eee 
Ge Ws, which is the proper Word in ſuch a Ca{c 


To read yew;Tov, as you pretend, is ſtill worſe, he- 
ing flat, and ſcarce Senſe: Beſides that Origen, in- 
tending here to fay the Higheſt Things that could 
be ſaid of the Son, would never uſe any ſuch Ex- 
preſſion in This Place. 

Mr. Whiſtou x, I think, has two or three litt! 
Exceptions, more than you have mentioned. It: 
appeals to Origen's known Doctrine and Language 6165 
where, But neither has This Pretence any Vv cight, 
or Force in it. Origeu's Doctrine can no way be bc- 
ter known than from this very Treatiſe; which is 
every where couformable with what He has here fcid?, 
And I have produced ſome Evidence of it above, 
There is Another Place, in This very Treatiſe, oth 
res teaches the ſame Doctrine implicircly . Wi. lle He 


„ 


clea ly diſtinguithes and exempts the Son G πο TT 
Jernre x, How all created Being: Which comes 20 
the ſame * as the ſliling Him K’ e. 

Mr. Mpiſion has one Plea more from the Silente cf 
Oriven's Atbanaſian V indicatois. But This is vay 
flight, unlets all that was ever antiently pleaded for 
Oripen, were ſtill cxtant; W hereas, we have very little, 
in Compariſon, remaining. But if Origez's Friends 
were filet on This Head, it may be, his Advert 
rics may have ſupplied the Deſcct. Among the Hcads 


* Whiſtcn's A oy to Lord Nottingham, . IF. 
+ Pall D. F. Sect. 2. c. 9. 
** A irre Ty <Q 071729T 09y Zen en TY T 6 fee: ig 1 e, 
on? 2% d 1 o? . e 2 2 , 4s £98 2 or. a bee, "| 
; 35:5, 75 int U 945, Oiig, Contr. Ce ſ. l 3. p. 169. : 
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of the Accuſation drawn up againſt Him, This was 
one, quod dixerit filium innatum, that He aflerted the 
Son to be unbegotten . It is no imprabable Conjec- 
ture of the learned Huetius *, that They had reſpect 
to this very Paſſage; maliciouſly and captiouſly con- 
ſtruing a , unbegotten, inſtead of anmade. But 
uns of This Matter. It appears from what hath 
been ſaid, that there is no Rcaſon at all for 1magin- 
ing the Place corrupt. You have no MS. no varie 
Leition, no Plea from the Context, none from Ori- 
gens Doctrine in other Places (however not in this 
Treatiſe ) no Argument of any Kind, but what 13 
meer trifling: Nor have you bcen able to invent any 
Correction, or Emendation, but what either is not 
Greek, or makes the Sentence flat, and even filly in 
compariſon : ſo unfortunate and unadviſed a Thing is 
it, to play the Critick, in a wrong Place. 3 

Origen, as we have ſeen, has ſtiled the Son «yz» 
ros, unmade, or uncreated (for That is his own In- 
terpretation © of the Word 2:yewT%;:) And it is no 
Obje tion to This, that other Fathers have been ſpa- 
ring of applying that Title to Chriſt, The Reaſon 
is, becauſe the Word 2y#4To5s was ambiguous, and 
was not applicable to Chriſt in every Senſe of it. 
For the like Reaſon it is, that 4yi:T2s is allo very 
rarely applied to Chrift: Which tho? it might be ap- 
plicable in one Senſe ©, yer being more generally uſed 
in another, and too low a Senſe, was therefore avoid- 
ed. Ir is once applied to Chriſt by the Aztiochian 
Fathers directly, and again obliquely: tho' a Doubt 


a Pamphili Apolog. p. 235. Ed. Bened. inter op. Hieron. 

b Huetii Origeniana, p. 43 

2 co, N pen 079 Frod xriobdry. Orig. Contr. Celſ. 
p. 187. 

d cue /ametimes denotes only a Thing*s proceeding from another, 
whether eternally or temporally, whether by generaiim or creation. 
. Lernt e Agee, Tov KOT Woov Ws hr? G4T405 & AA Tu 2 "(0 uu 2 c 
dur 4d, eb ai0unigery, Crantor. apud Procl. in Tim p. 8. 
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may be made whether it mo be untͤs, or av 155, 
And Orizen (I do not remember any other of the 
Ante-nicenes ) is charged by Epiphanins * with fo ap- 
plying it: Which, Epiphanius, as the Humour then 
ran, very partially wreits to an ill Senſe, tho' He 
would have interpreted the ſame Word more can- 
didly in any one but Origen, as He there declarcs, 
So much had the Euſtathian Party prevailed in their 
unreaſonable Clamours againſt Origen ; notwithſtand- 
ing the Endeavours of the wiſeſt, and cooleſt, and 
beſt Men of The Church, and even 7erom among!t 
Them for a conſiderable Time. However, tho' the | 
Phraſe of yw.tos Se:s might bear a good Senſe (and 
doubt not, was fo intended by Origen) yet I com- | 
mend not his Diſcraion in the uſe of it; ſince it | 


— MY 
— Ta” . 
v = * 
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might allo bear an ill cz, and had been a Phraſe ap- 
piicd by the Plaloniſts to their inferior Gods, or to the . 
Horll. It might be on account of ſome of theſe t 
uncautious Sallies of Origen, that He was forced to 
purge Himſelf to Pope Fabian, in a Letter to Him: ] 
Alter which, as in his Treatiſe particularly agsinit 5 
Celſus, He was more cautious, and kept cloler to the b 
Languege of the Church. To proceed: I michi 1 
reduce other very cltar Proofs of Origen's Faith in 4 
the Peceſſary-exifignce of God the Son, from the At- 8 
tributes of Inggnutability „ Ommipreſcuce , Impeſſ.vility*, 95 
& c. which He aſcribes to Him, as well as from ocher a 
| Tapicks © But I reter the Reader to Bp. Bull's accurate N 
Account of Him and his Sentiments, and now haften to - 
| to 
a Epiphan. Hæreſ. Origeniſt, c. 7, 8. p. 531. pr 
b Origen. contr. Ce.j. p. 169, 170. * 
c Origen. contr. Cell. p. 63, 164, 209, 32. I 
d Origen. contr. Celſ. p. 77, 170. Z ay 
c The many ſtrong Expreſſions of the Son's real and nat B 
ral, or eſlential Divinity occurring in That Treatiſe of Orig. 


Tie Je; £voros α,uqa d [2 red Jc/ov. p. 342. TH Set #4 
ſ > ” — / 7 — 8 
Aroyev Died, p. 392. Ty Tov ou Aden Qumuwe d reg Feod, p. 17 1» 
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what is moſt material, to take off your famous, and 
almoſt only Objection drawn from what the Paths 
have faid about Chriſt's Generation being by the 7171 
of the Father. 1 

z. I am here to inquire, in what Senſe, and by 
whom, neceſſary Generation, or Emanation Was taught; 
and to account for the Son's being ſaid to be genc- 
rated by the Mill of the Father. 

Here, in the firſt place, we are carefully to diſtin- 
guiſh between Thoſe who aſſerted a Temporal Gene- 
ration only, and thoſe who aſſerted an Eternal Gene- 
ratios. As to the former, it may be allowed that 
They ſuppoſed the Generation to be by the M of 
the Father, even in your Senſe of HJil[: And all 
you now have to do, is to prove, if you are able, 
that Thoſe Writers believed no real or ſubſtantial 
exiſtence of the Son, antecedent to That Gencra- 
tion. 

As to the latter, who held eternal Generation, your 
Buſineſs will be to ſhow that They believed it to be 
an At of the Will in your Senſe of 71, if poſh- 
ble to be done: Or without This, you do nothing. 
It were ſufficient to Men of Scnle, and to Scholars, 
to have pointed out a way of ſolving all that you 
have, or cver can advance upon This Head : But be- 
caule ſome Readers will want to fee ſome Things 
more particularly cleared, I ſhall be at the Pains of 
tracing this Matter down, quite through the Fa- 
thers; ſhowing you your Miſtakes all the way. You 
will not expect I ſhould take any Notice of the A 


tolical Conſtitutions, ſo often and fo unanſwerably 


proved * to be a patch'd, ſpurious, and interpolated 
Work. Nor ſhall I have any thing to do with A- 
»4ins's interpolated Epiſtles, till you have conſuted 
Bp. Pearſon, and Dailſe. I refer you to a learned Fo- 


* See Ittigius de Pſeudepigraphis Apoſtolorum, p. 190. 


Mr. Turner on the Apoſt, Conſtitutious, 
Dr. Smalbroke. * 


leigner 
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reigner *, in the Margin, for the Senſe of wiſe and 
judicious Men in relation to Mr. Hhiſton's wild at- 
tempt to ſubſtitute the larger inſtead of the ſmaller 
Epiſtles. I proceed then to the genuine Ignatius, in 
the ſmaller Epiſtles. I allowed in my Defenſe t, that 
Ignatius ſuppoſes the Son to be a Son by the Vill of 
the Father; and I ſhowed in how many Senſcs it 
might be taken, without at all favouring your Prin- 
ciples. You imagine I was greatly puzzled ; which 
I take to be an Argument only of your {mal} Ac- 
quaintance with thoſe ' Matters. You pretend that 
Three of the Senſes have »o diſtinft Senſe. But ate 
you to fit down in your Study, and make Repor:; 
of the Antients out of your own Head, withour 
looking into Them, to ſce in what Senſe They u{cd 
their Phraſes * I was not inquiring what you, or | 
ſhould now expreſs by the Word Mill, but what Ideas 
the Antients had ſometimes fixed to the Word: For, by 
That Rule we muſt go, in judging of the Articy:, 
What think you of Thoſe that gave the Name of 
Mill, or the Father's Will, to the Perſon of the Son **? 
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* Quas ſolas genuinas eſſe, alteras vero illas quas Sinceras ef: 
dixi, ab Athanaſio decurtatas, inauditum & incredibile Hilhelmi i . P. 
tout, novi Arianorum in Anglia Promachi, Paradoxon eſt, Singuai F 
nuper Scripto proditum magis quam Demouſtratum. Fabricii B..., A 
Gr. J. 1. e, 1. p. 48. l 

The ſame learned Writer has alſo very lately given his Judgment 
of Mr. IWhiſton's Attempt about the Conſtitutious. | 

Quam parum feliciter Hoc ei Succeſſerit, evidenter expoſucrunt | 
Roc, Inrnerus, Richardus Sinalbroke, Fo. Erneſtus Grabe: Conlulen- | 3x 

. 4 . f 10 P 
dus etiam Simon Ockley. Licer vero Whiſtonus identidem tueri en- ( 
tentiam ſuam conatus eſt repetitis ſcriptis adverſus Grabium, adver- | Ve 
ſus Perrum Allixium, adverius TJurnerum, vix quemquam tamen un- dix 
tiquitatis Eccleſiaſticæ peritum confido eſſe futurum, cui illius Ar- | bi 
gumenta petita longiùs. & conjecturæ leves, rem tantam Pperiu | tha 
dere poterunt. Fabr. Bibl. Gr. Vol. xi. p. 11. 1 I 

+ Defen/e, p. 130. | { 

XX "AVa3od Turpe; wer , . Clem. Alex. p. 309. | 

Out rc e 1. Sovereign Mill, p. 647. 

Iple erat Voluntas & Poteſtas Patris. Tertul, de Orat. c. 4. 
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They had a meaning, tho' not ſuch a meaning as you 
or T now underſtand the Word Mili in. They mutt 
therefore be interpreted by the Jdeas which They, 
and not Ve, affixed to the Phraſe, or Name. And 
what think you of others who uſed the Phraſes of 
ommipotent or all. containing Mill (as we have ſeen 
above) had not They ſome different Idea of il 
from That which you have? And mult not They be 
interpreted accordingly # You are very angry at "Thoſe 
that have preſumed (without your Kave) to ſay the 
Mall of God is God Himfelf, (pag. 259.) And yer, whe- 
ther the Saying be right or wrong, when you would 
interpret the Doctrine of ſuch as made Thar their 
Maxim, you muſt take their Words as They meant 
them, and according to their Ideas, and not your 
own. For ought I ſee, They ſpake more properly 
than you do in ſo often mentioning Acts of the Mill. 
Does any thing at but an Agent; and is the Mill an 
Agent How abſurdly do you ſpeak? Not that Þ 
ſhould blame you for ufing a common Phraſe : only 
do not be ſo very ſevere and ſmart upon others ; 
who knew how to ſpeak as properly, or perhaps 


Out red ærerpës d Ind pions. Hippol. contr. Noct. c. 13. 


p. 15. 


Charitatem ex Charitate progenitam. - 

Voluntas ex mente ꝓtocedens Orig. ze Agar, Pamp! 
Apol. p. 235. 

Tur Ted æaręgs PEAnoine Conſlant. apud Gelaſ. Part. 3. 

Bev xo FLANUS d rar 095. Athanaſ. P- 61 3 

Sicut Sapientia, & Verbum, & Virtus Dei, & Veritas, & Reſur- 


rectio, & Via dicitur, ita etiam Foluntas, Hicronym, Com. ia 


Eph. 1. p. 323. | 

Quidam ne Filium confilt vel voluntatis Dei dicerent unigenitum 
Verbum, ipſum Confilium, eu Voluntatem Patris idem Verbum ells 
dixerunt» Sed melius, quantum exiſtimo, dicitur Conſilium de Con- 
ſlio, & Voluntas de Voluntate; ſicut ſubſtantia de ſubſtantia, Sapien- 
tia de Sapientia. Auguſtin, Trin, I. 15, c. 38. p. 994. 

Vid, Petav. Dogmat. Vol. 1. p. 229. 

Cotcler. Not. in Recogn, p. 492. 


Mort 


v. ts 
= — 


288 A SEcond DEFENSE Qu. VIII. 


more properly than you x. It ſeems to be owing only 
to narrownels of Mind, and want of larger Views, 
that you would confine all Writers to your paiticular 
Modes of Speaking. The Word Will has been uſcd 
by ſome of the Antients to ſignify any natural Pony. 
ers of God f. Wil in the Senſe of Approbation, oy 
Acquieſcence, is very common with antient Writers: 
Nor was it thought abſurd to ſay, that God hat 
Filled thus or thus, from all eternity, and could not: 
Tt otherwiſe, Whether there be any Thing very 
cdifying in theſe Notions or not, is not the Queſticn 
But when we are ſearching into the Sentiments « 
the Antients, we muſt carefully obſerve in what Sens 
They underſtood the Terms they made uſe of: oth: 
wiſc we ſhall be apt to make very groſs Miſtakes . 
our Reports of them. To return to Ignatius. 
cut off Diſpute, I admitted that Ignatius might un- 


derſtand by Generation, a voluntary antemundane ( 


rcration, or Manifeſtalion, with ſeveral other Father 
Tn anſwer to which, you tell me, that I ſhould „r: 


proved that He had ſomewhere or other ſpoken of Hie, 


ther « higher Gemeration ; otherwiſe 1 have given up ii: 
Cueſtion, What Qucſtion * the Quelſion of the 
erernal or neceſſary exiſtence of the Logos? Nothing 
like it. I admitted that many of the Fathers fp! 
of no haber a Gencration then that Ante- mut 
one: But ſtill I inſiſt upon it, that Thoſe very !: 
thers acknowledged the exiſtence of a real and living 
lord, a Word of God, cternally related to the |: 
eher, whole Ford He is: which relation to the 1: 
ther as his Jlead, is all that any Writers ever mc 
* See Petavius's Dogmata Theol. Vol. 1. I. 1. c. 8. p. 61, 
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Where may be ſeen what Fathers /a'd the Will of God was vs 
Imfelt, aud whar They meant by it. 

+ Omnis Poteatia Naturaiis De.) eſt Voluntas Mar. Victo:! 
icy, Ariam, I. 1. p. 199. Batil. Ed. | 

I'd, Petavii Dogm. Vol. 1. p. 229. 

Tammy 7 69142 PP , NAU wat, At han. Oral. c. J. 
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by eternal Filiation. They therefore acknowledged 
the ſame Thing, but under another Name: There 
Jas no Difference in Doctrine, but in the Expreſſion, 
and the manner of Wording it; as I obſerved in my De- 
fenſe . Ignatius, of whom we are now ſpeaking, owns an 
eternal Logos, and his Neceſſary-exiſtence; as 1 have already 
proved: which is ſufficient to my purpoſe; unleſs yon 
can ſhow that He meant an Attribute only, by the Logos. 
I go on to Fuſtin Martyr, who, as I before al- 
lowed, ſpeaks of no Generation higher than That 
voluntary Antemundane Generation , otherwiſe called 
Manifeſtation: And I ſhowed both from Juſtin and 
Methodius, that a Manifeſtation, might be called a 
Generation t. To the ſame purpoſe, I quoted Hip- 
polhtus **, who plainly makes a Mauifeſtation to be 
rhe Son's Generation; As do alſo ſeveral others tt. 
Now, certainly there is nothing amiſs in ſuppoſing 
God the Son to have been manifeſted, in the proper 
Seaſon, by the Will of the Father. I allow then, 
that the Logos became a Sox (according to Faſtin) by 
voluntary appointment: But I do not allow that Hz 
became God. The latter is what you are endeavoyt- 


* Defenſe, p. 157, &c. 

+ Ter? gie; 46700 v eib àigdreis, Adr] VII 
r o b i. Juſt, Mart. Dial. 279, 

nęecrræ ily æg TAY alway iy T6% £22400, ogy x) T5 167 ww 
i, 3 NM ba Tgeobe 4/108 werer V, Method. apud Phot. 
Cod. 237. p. 960. | 

oY "Oy Alo * iy EXUT a, dc N Tt rx, T * HET 11 os 
ir Foul, Toorioxy wry D ,, > Od; bn Parr, war. 
Hippol. contr. Not. c. 10. 

++ Cuyus ex ore prodivit unigenitus Filius, Cordis cjus Nobi— 
lis Inquilinus; exinde Vſihilis effectas quia humanum genus Vitl- 
taturus erat. Zen. Jeronenſ. 

Creata eſt ergo ſa pientia, imo genita; non ſibi quæ ſemper erat, 
ſed his qua ab ca fieri oportebat. P:cud-Ambrot. de Fid. c. 2. 
p. 349. 


Deus Filium non doloribus parturit ſed virtutibus eſſe mapife- 


ſtat: nec præter ie facit quod ex ſe eſt; ſel generat, dum quod 
in le eſt aperit, & Teveiat. De Patre proceili: Filius, non recet- 
_ tt; nec ſucceſſurus Patri prodivit ex Patre, ſed prodivit manſu- 
bus ſemper in Patre. Petr. Chryſol. Ser m. 57. N 
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ing to prove out of Juſtin. The Paſſage which you 
inſiſt principally upon, is This, which I have ex. 
plained in my Defenſeh, and elſewhere E. «© Why 
* according to his (the Father's) Will is both Gag, 
© being his Son, and an Angc] alſo, as miniſtring tg 
« his Willt. Upon which I obſerved that Chriſt i; 
not here ſaid to be God, by the Mill of the Fathry ; 
tho' if it were, it might bear a good Senſe, For uy. 
poſing that to be the Caſe, Tuſtin may mean ng 
more than that the Son acted and appeared as Gud, 
with conſent of the Father, who appointed Him { 
to appear and act, being every way qualified for ſo 
doing, as being Son of Cod, and ſo really God, 
This Senſe the Words may reaſonably bear, were it 


certain that Juſtin applied the Words xard Am to 
the firſt part of the Sentence Jeb yTa. Or if This 


be not admitted, 4 EN may mean no more 
than that the Son is God, and in perfect Harmon 
with the Father; not an A#ti-God, not ſet up in op- 
poſition to Him: According to what Tujtin fays 
elſewhere; acug——tine@r anna s yvupn **, . 
ding, that He never did any thing bur what ws 
perſcctly agrecable to the Will of the Father. Nei 
ther of theſe Senſcs is any thing ſo 1mprobable 2 
your's, that the Son was God by voluntary Appoiit- 
ment : Which none of the other Fathers ever faid, or 
thought; nor has Juſtin any thing elſewhere to coun- 
tenance ſuch a Notion. But beſides what I have 
here pleaded, I farther urged that the Words did not 
neceſſarily require the application of xamz {Aw to 


Both the parts of the Sentence ſingly: But I unde, 
ſtood them thus, that it was the Father's good pla- 


{ure that He who before was God, as being his Son, 


ſhould now be God and Angel Both, by the additi— 
$ Dejenſe, P. 131- 
* Refiy to Dr Whitby, p. 77. 
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on of the Office. That He was one, was Veceſary, but 


that He ſhould be Both in one, This was a Matter 
of voluntary Appointment. In like manner, it may 
be ſaid to be by the Father's good pleaſure, that He 
15 Jess and Ay ονντ e together, or Iearlewn@r. I 
do not yet ſee any thing either in Tuſtin's Words, 
or in your Comments upon them, that ſhould move 
me to recede from This Conſtruction: However, I 
lcave it to the Learned, to judge whether there be 
any thing harſh, or unnatural in it. 

You charge me (p. 264.) with Self-comtr.adittion, for 
ſaying in a Note *, that tho' the Son was God as 
being a Son, and a Son *? . Ee, yet He was not 
God xaTa keam. You ſhould have let the Reader 
ſee what I had offered in the ſame Place *, to clcar 
up, and take off the pretended Contradiction. Let 
us conſider whether a few Words may not (ct all right: 
He proceeded from (was not created by ) the Father; 
therefore He is God. Ihe Proceſſion makes Him a 
Son, and 15 voluntary; but at the ſame Time, thows 
Him to have been always God, For, ſince He was 


not eg Bx 01m, Was not created, bur proceeded as a Son 
from the Father; therefore He is of the ſme Nuture 
with Him, and God from all cternity. Vhercforec 
tho' He is a Son x&7% 8m, and God becauſe a Sor, - 
He is not God x&T% /gaw, which I aſſerted. And 
now where is the Contradittion? Your objecting 
(p. 255.) that the ſapreme God could not miniſter as 
an Angel, has been often anſwered: So we may diſ- 
miſs ſuch quibbling for the future. As to Chriſt 


being xe. dh by the Father's Appointment, 
I have allowed it above, in Juſtin's Senſe; which 
comes not up to the Senſe of the Hebrew. As to 
the Father's being Lord of the Sonu, Juſtin explains 
it by his being Cauſe, or Fountain of the Son: in 
which all Catholic are agreed f. You object that 

* Defenſe, p. 131. See alſo Reply to Dr. Whitby, p. 78. 
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the Generation (compared with one Fire lighted 
from Another) was yet dv/@jpuu v E α“ν . I d 
not well apprehend what you have been doing for ; 
Page and a half. You ſeem to think that I have ſome 
where denied the higheſt Generation, ſpoken of by 
Tuſtin, to be temporal; whereas I have conſlantly 
allowed it: And ſo you do not diſpute againſt me, 

The Son proceeded ©@s ex ®wTo5sy in Time, ac. 
cording to Juſtin, and according to many more be. 
ſides Him; particularly Hippolytus, and perhaps even 
the Nicene Fathers. Well, but then you'll fay, 
what becomes of what I call eternal Generation? 
1 anſwer, that before the Proceſſion, the Avy Y Was 
27 Nag *, as Juſtin would have expreſſed it; in Cord, 
ectore, utero, as others f, And this is the fame 
Thing which Poſt- nicene Fathers called eternal Ge- 
neration; iz. that eternal Relation and Referent 
which He had to the Father; in whom, and with 
hom, and of whom, He always was. So that there 
is {till no more than a Difference in Words between 
Fuſtin's Doctrine of the Generation, and Athanaſiuss; 


For Athanaſius Od the Proceſſion which Fuſtin ſpeaks 


of, as much as He. 

You had cited a fecond Paſſage from Juſtin; 
winch, by your leaving out a material part of thc 
Sentence, was made to run thus; He hath all the: 


Titles, viz. Sonu, Wiſdom, Angel, God, Lord, ad 
Word, from his being begotten of the Father by his Wil. 

kencked me here, was to find Arge 
brought in among the other Names, as given Him 
on account of his being begotten. For, if this were 


The Thing that © 


the Caſe, He would be an Angel by Nature, and 
not by Office only; which is directly making a Crea 


* 'Ex ze Y . Juſt, Dial. p. 85. 
2 RA £69, Tkeoph. Antioch. P- 129. 
Cordis ejus nobilis Inquilinus. Zen. Veron. 


Fx ore quamlibet Patris fis ortus, & Verbo editus, Tamen p'- 


er no in pectore Sophia callebas prius. Prudent. Hymn. xi. p. 47: 


4 
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And you will remember that you had produced this 


itation among others, to prove that the Son was 
— into r ; it is your very Expreſſion x. I had 
therefore juſt reaſon to complain of your leaving out 
the Words, from his miniſtring to his Father's Will, 
which ſhewed the Name Angel to be a Name of 
Office, and gave a new Turn to the whole Sentence. 
The Cenſure I paſſed upon your quoting ſo care- 
leſly, or partially, was only this; The Account you 
give is ſuch as muſt make one think either that jou ne- 
der ſaw the Book, you mention, or elſe with a 
Stroke: Which you are pleaſed to cali rathful , 
and unchriſtian; as it is natural for a Man, when He 
is detected, to fly in the Face of the calmeſt Re- 
buke, and to give hard Names. You now tell me, 
you had no Deſign in the Citation more than this, 
to ſhow that the Son was begotten by the Mill of the 
Father. Had that been all, you ſhould have had no 
Contradiction from me: For I had again and again 
allowed it to be Juſtin's Doctrine. But if you did 
not deſign, you had really done more, in that partial 
Citation; which I faw, at leaſt, if you did not: 
And could I imagine you fo unthinking, as not to 
perceive how the Alteration was exactly fitted to 
your r But as you beſt know what you in- 
tended, let it paſs : Only the more I allow to your 
good meaning, the leſs muſt be attributed to your Sa- 
gacity. You proceed, in a very abuſive manner, to 


. miſrepreſent my Words, and to throw Dirt whege 


you have very little Occaſion. You charge me with 
omitting a material Word in a Marginal Trauſlation; 
(which yet you know was #o Trarſlation) and you 
intimate I know not what Artifice in leaving our 
NN tho it appears in the Greek; and I could 
not poſſibly have any ill Deſign in the Caſe, becauſe 1 


Collection of Dueries, p. 51. 
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frankly admitted that the Generation of the Son 


was JeAnou, by the Mill of the Father, and had no 
diſpute with you on That Head. But your Warmth 
of Temper here carried you too far: and you were 
reſolved, it ſeems, not to be outdone in wrathfy! 
and unchriſtian Expreſſions: at the ſame Time not 
conſidering the Difference between a juſt Cenſure, and 
an injurious Calumny. 

Tatian, who was Juſtin's Scholar, may come next. 
J allow Him to ſpeak only of a Temporal Generation, 
or Proceſſion ; in like manner as Juſtin. If you can 


do any thing here, it mult be to prove that the 464 


was no more than an Attribute, before the Proceſſion, 
But Bp. Bull * is betorchand with you; having de- 
monſtrated the contrary. You have but little t 
fay, and That fcarce worth notice. You obſerve 


that Tatian fays of the Word, that He was o AUTH, 
(not @e35 avTY) which ſhows ( as St. Baſil argues 
againſt the Sabellians) that by the Word is meant an 
internal Power or Property, (p. 282.) But Ba 
was never ſo weak as to argue that G avT@ mult 
neceſſarily denote an Auribute; but only that ; 
3 . D = . 
euToYy is a ſtronger Expreſſion to ſignify Perſon 
tity; as J have alſp my ſelf argued in anothe 
Place t. G evT@ may indiffacntly ſerve either for 
Perſon, or Attribate : ess aur will not. When 
Chriſt ſays, I am in the Father, and the Father in 
me, doth it follow that neither of them is a Perſon? 
T hicre is therefore no Force in your Remark about 
c abr, more than This, that the G. in Tutias 
might be an Attribute agreeably enough to That 
Expreſſion; were there not other very CONVINCING 
Reaſons to the contrary, | 
The Words of Tzuian (Ne dr THTOS avTE 
p Ago) you have rendred wo ſeyeral ways, and 


* Bull. D F. N. Sect. 3. c. 6. p. 209. 
+ Sermen I. p. 11. | 


Both 
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Both of them wrong. The firſt you have, (p. 1 10. ) By the 
' ſemple efficiency of his Will This Reaſon, or Mord, proceeded 
forth: where I complain of _ putting in efficiency, 
to ſerve your Hypotheſis. The ſecond is, (p. 270.) 
The Ward proceeded from the ſimple Will of the Fa- 
ther : where I complain of the Words from the 
femple Will, to intimate to the Exeliſh Reader, as if 
nothing but a ſimple Act of the Will was concerned 
in That Matter. Let the Words appear as they lie 
in the Author, without the mean Artifice of giving 
them a falſe Turn. By the Will of his ſimplicity, the 
Mord proceeded forth. 
I admit the ſame Thing of Athenagoras, as of 
Tuſtin and Tarian, that He ſpeaks of no higher Ge- 
neration than the Proceſſion: yet he believed the ex- 


iſtence, the eternal, and Neceſſary-exiſkence of the d- 
Vs, as before proved. Here you can have no pre- 


rence, except it be to imagine that the A395 was an 
Attribute only, before the Proceſſion; As to which, 
Bp. Bull * has effectually prevented you: And as to 
what little Obſervations you had to make, I have re- 
plied to them above. 

Theophilus comes under the ſame Predicament with 
the Three Writers before mentioned. You have 
ſomething to except againſt Bp. Ball's Reaſons + for 
Theophilus's believing the Son to be à real Perſon be- 
fore the Proceſſion, His Reaſons were theſe. 

1. That very Logos which had been from all eter- 


. > / > / 

nity c4N4.5z795 Cy A ,t, becomes afterwards - 
/ ; \ 

Peas xXx. If therefore He was ever a Perjon (as is 

not doubted) He muſt have always been ſo. 


M / — 
2. The AZYos who ſpake to the Prophets, and was. 
then undoubtedly a Per/oz, Was the taine individual 


* Bull. D. E. Sect. 3. c. 5. 
+ Dull D. F. Seck. 3. C. 7. p. 411. 
A&R line A eher reges Theoph. 2 129. 
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Nν Which was always with the Father 0 a ovum. 
go avTy X. 
le was the Father's Counſellor, ouufaNcg, be. 
fore the Proceſſion; and therefore a Perſon. 
. He is ſaid to have been with Him, and to have 
sonverſed with Him, which are perſonal Characters. 
5. Even after the Proceſhon, He is ſtill ſuppoſed to 


be perpetually (Aa nν⁰,¹th) in the Heart of the Father; 
not ſeparate from Him, but exerting Himſelf ad cn. 
tra, in the Work of the Creation; which is the 


meaning of Proceſſion, and becoming «@e9@oeauxcs, 

6. Theophilus goes upon the ſame Principles with 
Athenagoras, Tatian, and others; whatever ther. 
tore could be pleaded for thoſe Writers, in the 
Caſe, would be at the ſame Time pleading for The- 
hilus. 

: You pals over all thoſe Reaſons, except the third, 
and fourth: tho' Bp. Bull + principally inſiſts upon 
the firſt, and ſecond, And what you have to (ay, 
(p- 116.) to the Fa and 4, reaches only the four! 
For Bp. Ball had allowed, that ſometimes, in con- 
mon Speech, (ſuch as Tatian ſometimes uſes) a Perſoi 
may be faid to be with Himſelf. But He allowed not 
that a Perſon might be ſaid to be Counſellor ro Hin 
{clf in the manner Theophilus ſpeaks : Beſides that 
tho* ſometimes, and improperly, a Perſon may be 
faid to be with Himſelf; yet more generally bein 
with, denotes two Perſons, as in John 1. 1, It may 
therefore be uſed as an Argument which in the main 
15 right and good, tho' admitting of ſome few pu 
ticular Exceptions. 

I had almoſt ſlip'd over your 284 Page, where 
you ſay, that That Generation. before which the Per on 
generated was cvery Thing He could be after it, is no 
Ceneration, Bur it is undoubtedly what Thoſe Wri- 
ters, and many aſter Them, call Generation: And 


* Theoph. p. 81, Bz. 
} Bull D. F. p. 216, 217- 
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therefore this is diſputing not againſt Me, but 7 Heu- 
However, tho' The Logos was the fſaine eſſentially 
before and after the Generation, He was not the 
fame in reſpet of Operation, or Aaniſeſtation, and 
outward Oeconomy: which is what Theſe Fathers 


meant. 


Tertullian goes upon the ſame hypotheſis, in the 
main, with Thoſe before mentioned; and ſo need 
not have any diſtinct Conſideration : He has been 
fore vindicated at large. | 

Clemens of Alexandria, whom I ſhould have men- 
tioned before, may be likewiſe allowed to ſpeak of 
the Proceſſion. And when he ſays the Word ſprang, 
or aroſe, 6x Tys TaTexnrs Pennoos, from the Mill 
of the Father, it 1s plainly intended of his being ſent our 
to Mankind, as obſerved above, (p. 91.) Tho' I am 
of Opinion that Clemens there means the ſame that o- 


ther Fathers have expreſſed by x ANA, or #x 25 gls, 
and might be rightly rendred in St. Fohn's Phraſe, 
from the Boſom of the Father, John i. 18. 

Ireneus comes not under our Inquiry, having ſaid 
little either of eternal, or temporal Generation. Only 
from what Hints we can gather, He ſeems to have 
aſſerted eternal Generation. And you cannot ſhow 
that He has ſaid any thing of its being by the 71 
of the Father. 

Hippolyrus was undoubtedly in the 77ypothe/ſs of 
the temporal Generation, or Proceſſion. And it you 
can ſhow that the XZ, before That Proceflion, 
vas an Attribute only, according to Him; you will 
then take That Writer from us. You do endeavour 
it, p. 119. Bp. Bril © had obſerved, and I 9 atter 
Him, that Hippolytuss ſuppoſes God, before tne Pra- 
ceſſion, to have been oc, and mais, becaute He had 


3 Ciemens Alex. p. £5. 

b See my Detenſe. p. 136. 

e Bull. D. F. Sect 3. c. 8. f. 219. 
d Defenie, p. 148. 
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the Son and Hoh Spirit in Him and with Hime 


You lay, That learned Prelate ſeems not to have |". 


ciemly conſidered, that (by the fame reaſoning) the | 


Power allo, and the Comnſel mentioned in thc fn: 
Sentence muſt have been Perſons. But That learn 
Prelaic, having a Judgment equal to his Learning, Wis 


ulcd to conſider Things with great cxactneſs; and wi; | 


not ſo prone to miſtake as "Thoſe that roo bali 
paſs their Cenſure upon Him. You have not con{. 
dcred, (tho' 1 gave notice of it “) that the Word; 
4 Noſes, dopo, Ade, ACA, correſpond to Ng 
co71z, Sbrapuss and Cyan, Names of the Son and Spin, 
and all io applied, except CSN (for which S 
is uſed, c. 23.) in That very Treatiſe. And 17; 
hztns ſpeaks there juſt in the ſame way as many ot: 
both Pef?- niceue and ate niceae Fathers do upon t,. 
fame Subject; ſeveral Teſtimonics whereof may b 
cen in a Note elſewhere ©; and their Senſe vindics 
ted from ſuch Exceptions as you have made to 1. 
You add farther, that the Biſhop did wor cn 
that it is the one unbegotten God, even the Ftv 
who is here jaid to be many. I know not why 9 
pretend the Biſhop did not obſerve what no buy 
can doubt of: Nor do I ice of what Service the Ov 
icrvaticn can be to You, or your Cauſe. Allowing you 


* 


/ N 
that by /:9r25 is meant the Father, who was mas, and 


' \ oo . . 8 5 . 1 ' 
the > ar: ſtill it Was the Father conſidered in tis 
Cempreheiſte way, as a Head of a Family containing 


all; in ſuch a Senſe as I have explain'd above“. |: 
was not Hippohtass Way to exclude, or chte 
tom the alone Cod and Father, what was C t0 


«/ 
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Him, and contained in Him; his Logos, or his ovPiz, 
his own Mind (18s) which is the Name He gives to 
the Son, thereby expreſſing his inſeparable Union, and 
Co- exiſtence. | 

Origen, our next Writer, 1 cited for eternal Ge- 
neration: To which you have little to object, be- 
vond what I have anſwered to above. If that Pal- 
lage is ta be depended on which you cite (Y. 272.) 
from Huetins's Origeniana; then Origen has aſſerted, 
beſides the eternal Generation, the Te: aevns alſo. 

Novatian I alſo conſidercd at large, which you 
paſs ſlightly over. Diozy/ms of Alexandria, and the 
other Diony/ius of Rome, I allo brought © as evi- 
dences for eternal Generation: Whom you let paſs 
without ever a Word, of any Weight or Mo- 
ment. 

Merhodius d was Another Voucher ſor the ſame 
Doctrine: Which you do not, cannot gunlay. 
Only you endcayour to confront his known, certain, 
and genuine Doctrine with a fpuriens Paſſage out of 
his Sym poſſon: a piece very much corrupted and adul— 
terated in the Judgment of Photius, as Bp. Bali had 
obſerved ©, and you take no notice. | 

Pamphilus I alſo cited for the ſame Doctrine; and 
allo Alexander of Alexandria, to whom you have 
ſome littie Exceptions, which I have auſwered a- 
bove, and which are perfectly foreign to the preſent 
Queſtion. 

Euſcbius T did not cite, becauſe ſome juſt Excep- 
tions may be made to Him; and there is no recon— 
ciling Him perfectly with Himſclf, at different Times. 
This you muſt know; and yet, very deceittully, you 
conclude, as you ſay, (p. 273.) the Ante-nicene i- 


a Defenſe, p. 136, 

b Defenſe, p. 137. 

C Defenje, p. 142. : 
d Defenſe, p. 143. See alſo Pr. Whitby, p. 31, &c. 
e Bull, Def. p. 166, 
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ters en this Head with the Lip. mow of the learned 
Euſebius, which may juſtly be eſteemed to be the try, 
Senſe of the Antients before Him : producing a Paſſage 
from his Demonſtratio Evangelica, wrote before the 
Council of Nice, and before He had well conſidered 
the Subject, and corrected in ſome material Points af. 
terward:, as I have obſerved above p. 156. 

And now we are come down to the Arian Tims; 
in which Dr. Clarke and you think you have found 
ſomething to your Purpole; artificially tacking tog 
ther Teſtimonies of ſeveral kinds, ſome Catholic, 
ſome Ariau, and ſome doubiful- Of which in ther 
Order, that I may fully clear the Point I am noy 
upon. But before I come to theſe Teſtimonies, I mu: 
ſtrike out a little into Hiſtory, to give the Reader: 
clearer Notion of what we are about. 

I have clſewhere * given a brief Account of an 
Argument which the Ariaus made uſe of to prov: 
the Son of God a Creature. They argued that th 
Father muſt produce his Son either Yolens, Willing), 
(by which They underſtood free choice) or Nola 
ut his Till, which in Greek They expreſſed by 
CUTHHN AILY XN, meaning what we ſhould now ca 
extrir/ice Neceſ/ity, The Argument is much the fan 


with what Dr. Clarke urges in theſe Words; l. 


eder proceeds from Any Being otherwiſe than by tit 


Will of That Being, doth not in Truth proceed fru 
That Being, but from ſome other Cauſe, or Necellity, ' 


extrinfick t, and independent of that Being b. And in 


© 


| 


a @a ob 9 ac a0) 


* 


another place ©, Whatever is cauſed Y an intelligent be- 
e 


ing, is cauſed by the Will of That Being: Otherwiſe " 
is not (in truth and reality) cauſed by That Being at dl, 


but by ſome ſuperior Cauſe, be it Neceſſity, or Fate, “ 
hate ver it be, &c. | 


a Defenſe, p. 126, 492. 
b Clarke's Reply, p. 227. 
c Clarke's Repiy, p. 113. 


? 


Thi 


ll 


®, 
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This was the old Arias Argument, and That was 


f their Senſe of Neceſſity, or Pvoixy ad un: which I 


ſhall prove by plain Teſtimonies beyond Contradic- 


tion. Athanaſius may be firſt cited, who writes 


thus x: « They have another way of ſaying the 


Son is a Creature, by pretending Vill, and arguing 


« thus; if He did not exiſt by Will, then God had 
« a Son by Neceſſity, and wwillingly, But who is 


it, you Miſcreants, that impoſes Meceſſity upon 


« Him? 

Epiphanius repreſents it Thus f: * They object 
« that He begat the Son willingly, or amwillingly : 
ce and if we ſay unwillingly, then the divine Nature 
« js forced by Neceſſity, and not by Freedom of Will. 
He concludes that the Generation was neither 2. 


| lingh, nor anwillingly, but naturally. 


St. Ambroſe**, St. Auſtin ++, and others 8, repre- 
ſent the ſame Cavil of the Arians, much in the ſame way: 
Which being once well underſtood, we may eaſily 
deal with your pretended Authorities. The Firſt 1s 


of the Council of Sirmium in the Year 351, which 


Aeg THAW rh, Aννν ' erd v S, BEANNV TEA threplper, 
x ιιαννν, ü wn Bovancy Vigoves, d evaryny, 9 n SEAwv e 5 
G . Ki rig © Tiy dd νναννννε πά,ỹ, D νατνι ; KC. 
Athan. p. 610. arTixX4T &f Th eνti⁵ To mage e, p. 611, 
ET om ia A i You MHH. 

+ Oles ed tyirnaes 4 pon JrAwv; fee timeplp pon FLAW a 
EARN prey To N x tay zi dri 00 FLAW! £/erncev 
PT £1&/%y Od. nu 7 H, xs od ZAzu Neo mm JA 44TO>. 
Epiph. Ancor. c. 51. p. 55. 

"Ours G Teilwuy £Y£Y110E, Ir 1 , An vmpoory Qurrwge 
umpeauiru Yap ; fie Dong G er 24/1 at. Epiph ibid, 

** Subtexunt aliam impietatem, proponentes utrum Volens, an in- 
vitus generaverit pater Sed nihil in Sempiterna generatione 
præcedit, nec velle nec nolle : ergo nec invitum dixerim nec volen- 
tem non generat ex voluntate, aut neceſſitate Pater, ſed ſuper 
utrumque, hoc eſt natura. Ambroſ. de Fid. l. 4. c. 9. p. 540. 

tt Interrogant (Ariani) utrum Pater Filium volens, an nolens 
genuerit. Auguſt. contr. Serm. Arian. p. 626. 

y Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. 35. p. 565, 566. 

Cyrill. Alex. Theſaur. p. 30, 52; 


condemned 
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condemned Photiuns. It is to be noted, in the füt 


place, that this Synod of Sirmium was made u 


moſtly of Men of ſuſpected Faith, Arians, or Semi. 


arians: And tho' They did well in condemning. P. 
tiuus, and tho* Hilary laboured much in putting thy 
beſt Conſtruction polhble upon their Confeſſion and 
Anathemas ; yet Athanaſius and others rank then 
in the Claſs of Arians; And it is certain, they ſtand 
not perfectly clear in their Character againſt ſom; 
very juſt and weighty Objections. M. Tillemont {:y; 
of them, that They were the declared Enemies of ti, 
Church, the fame Euſcbians ho had been condemned n 
the Council of Sardica*: And it ſeems that Hilay 
Himſelf, who had once judged very kindly and car 
didly of them, ſaw reaſon atterwards to alter his Sc. 
timents t. Having now ſome Notion of the Mt, 
let us next {ce what They ſay, in relation to our pic- 
ſent Point. 

c« If any one ſay that the Son was begotten, and 
« the Father not willing, let Him be Anathenn 
« For the Father did not beget the Son, as being 
« conſtrained, or impelled by a phy/ical Wece{/ty, 
s not willing; but He at once willed and produced 
« Him from Himſelf, begetting Him without Tin 
« and without ſuffering any thing“ *. 

The Expreſſions here are cautious and guards: 
And tho' perhaps the Men had ſomething more 1 
their Hearts than They were willing to utter; yet 


* 


* Tillemont, Hiſtory of Arians, p. 144. a Book which ] word 
farticulariy commend to the peruſal of the Engliſh Readers, 10 gie 
them a juſt Notion both cf antient aud modern Arianiſm. 

+ See Tilemont, p. 145. | 

KX" Fi, vis wh j avT0; Y rp EVANS, A,“ Ov d & 
zen 8 N Ri bee 0 raryp d evayxy;, S, Od bee, ag 50 571 
AS? NL, T de WAA” wi I $ex2u0y A £4,000; 3 A Trees # 
FEDLEY! ar oovnores rid ts, Socrat. Hiſt. Eccl. l. 2. c. 30. f. 
126. At han. de Synod. p. 744. 7 

Si quis nolente Patre natum dicat Filium; Anathema fit: non 
enim nolente Patre coactus Pater, vel naturali neceſſitate ductus 
cum noller, genuit Filtum; {ed mox voluit fine Tempore & im- 
PalDlieter Cx ie cum gentum demonſtravit. Hilar, p. 1154 

: 25 


1 


— a > 
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4 as They have explained the Father's wills the 
© Generation in oppoſition only to his being ved 
| Biag.u5 and (ay Hels) impelled; their Doctrine 1 »y 


paſs. And ſo Hilary putting the mildeſt, and me k 


candid conſtruction upon it, explained it to mean 
only that the Generation was not aolente Patre, againſt 
the Will of the Father. And his Comment upon 


, — 7 \ pe . i 
| YE: ad ens Uns 4X%is, is nec coatta imperio natura- 


hs L'gis eſſentia eſt; His Eſſence vas not compelled by the 
command of a natural Law. | 
You ask me (p. 257.) whether the Perſons cen- 


ſured by the Council of Sirmium, or any others, ever 


were ſo ſtupidly ſenſeleſs, as to think, any thing that is 
neceſſary, 1 be therefore againſt the Will of God, as 


well as without it? To which I anſwer, that the 


Arians, (whether ſtupidly, or maliciouſly, I know not) 
ſo interpreted the Carholick Senſe of natural and eter- 
1 Generation; allowing no Medium between free 
Choice, and ſuch compulſive Neceſſity*x. And there 
is one Dr. Clarke,- who at this Day, (whether ſtu. 
pidly or otherwiſe I know not) charges the ſame 
Doctrine with the ſame Conſequence (as T have ſhown) 
allowing no Medium in this Cafe, between what He 
calls Mill, and extrinſic Neceſſity. You ask, if God 
be omnipreſent by outward Coaction, or againſt his 
Wil, becauſe not by #5 I like your Argument very 
well: Pleaſe ro apply it to what I have quoted above 
from Dr. Clarke: It may ſerve as an Anſwer to Him, 
in reſpect of neceſſary Generation. You are here ar- 
guing for me, and happen not to know it. You 


3k again, is not He omuipreſent by QvTix1 a4 /, Ne- 


* To the Teſtimonies befere cited, 1 ſhall add one more, a very 
full and plain one, from the 8% Anathema of an Arian Council, 
in the Year, 344, or 345. 

\ 5p P » dv — 1 * / » 2 = 

Ts; ev GVA 6; 69) ran £1 JOAVWIAS T bie, eigne & YA A 
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ceſſity of Nature * He is omnipreſent by Neceſſity of Nn. 
ture, in the modern Senſe of the Phraſe : But ©voixy 4. 
„dun never ſtood for what we call in this Caſe, Necſjy 
of Nature. I know not whether there be one Inſtance q 
it in all Antiquity : I have not yet met with any, no ng 
of the Word Neceſſuy ſo applied. Certain howcy 
it is, that in the Places which we are now concerned 


with, voixy απẽSl en had no ſuch Meaning, but Tha | 


only which I have given. You go on arguing, .and 
reaſoning, what Neceſſity of Nature muſt fignity, 
Which is only talking without Book and gucſſing 
what Words antienti) meant, without conſulting the 
Antients to know the Fact. But at length you come 
to argue ſomewhat more like a Scholar: You obſcrye 


the Oppoſition made by e&8xnJy on the one Side, 
and unto avayrys C]“s axgus on the otha. 
That is well urged : But obſerve alſo, Pino tus 0 xd. 
Tip. Can any Words be ſtronger? This determins 
ca avyxy to the Senſe I am pleading for ; And 


therefore £38Ancy is rather to be interpreted by its 
Oppoſition to This. So Hilary interprets it, and con- 
ſtrues s 8x MAE, cum nollet. But I will frank. 
ly tell you what my Opinion is, which J ground 
chiefly upon the Conſideration of the Men concern'd 
in That Council, that They really meant by DN 1 
what you ſay, and yet by @voixy v2, x3 what Þ ſay; 
admitting no Medium, any more than Dr. Clarke has 
done in this Cafe, between Wece{/ity in the hard com- 
pulſiue Senſe, and Free Choice: And perhaps tiicy in- 


tended, obliquely, to charge the Arhanaſian Doctiine Þ| 


(as the Arians uſed ro do) with that hard JVece{/it; » 
juſt as Dr. Clarke has been plcaſed to charge it «+ 4 
Conſequence upon ours. Thus, I think, we may {ui- 
ly compromiſe the Diſpute about the Sirmian Syrod, 

You next mention the Council of Sardica, mans 
the falſe Sardican Council, or Synod of Philepopolis, in 
the Year 347: which condemned Athana/irs, E 
Julius; As They themſelves had been conderancs y 
the true Sardicau Council. Ilia 


war 
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Hilary * beſtowed the ſame kind Pains here that tle 
uſed afterwards with the Decrees of the Sirmian Synod, 


to interpret their Confeſſion to a Cuννν¹,, Scrſi, And 


coming to the Words, ex voluntate & coiſilio, He un- 


derſtands them, not in the Senſe of free Choice, but 


in Oppoſition to corporalis Paſſio, corporal Paſſion, that 


15, extrinſic Neceſſity. However, I am perſuaded (know- 


ing the Men) that Hilary was too kind in his Con- 


ſtruction; tho' with a good Deſign, hoping by con- 
deſcending towards the weak, to reduce them, by De- 
grees, and to gain them over to the true and found 
iaith, He was forced to apologize afterwards for his 
200d-natur'd and well-meant Endeavours ; which had 
rendred Him ſuſpected with ſome that were zcalous 
for the Catholic Faith. 

But let us now come to ſome better Inſtances than 
ſuch as you have brought me from ſuſpected Syz9ds. 
Sure you do not expect I ſhould rake Notice of the 
Arian Council of Antioch. What if They condenu'd 
ſome Arian Tenets ? has it not been common for A- 
rians, being aſhamed of their Leader, to condemn ſome 
of his Tenets in Words, at the ſame Time profeſſing 
the ſame Things in other Terms? Give me Autho- 
rities from Men of ſteady Principles, known Catholici;s, 
and not from known Ariazs. You do pretend to 
Three ſuch, Marius Viftorings, Bail, and Gregory N 
ſen. Let us examine Them. . 

Marius Victorinus ſays, that the Generation was not 
by Neceſſity of Nature, but by the Mil of the Father's 
Majeſiyt, Such are his Words: But when you cn— 
quire what He meant by Vill, and what by Ne- 


* Hilarins de Synod. p. 1172. 

+} Eft autem Lumini & Spiritui Imago, non a Neceſta:e Net 
te, fed voluntate Magnitudinis Patris, Ipic enim ſeipſum cir— 
cumterminavit, &c. Filius ergo in Patre Imago, & Forma, & 
0, & Voluntas Patri Sic igttur voluntate Patris volun- 
tas apraruit ipſe 4% O-, Filius. Mar. Iicfer. . 1. Adv. Ariuin; 9. 


188. Baizl, Ft. 
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ty, He is directly againſt you. Mill is with thy 
Writer a Name for any natural Power , or for Gy 
Himſclf x; So that Generation by Vl comes to th; 
ſame with Generation by Nature, which is why 
we now call zeceſſary Generation: And it is plain, 
that He underſtood by MWeceſſity , extrinſick Nec. 
ty, as oppoſcd to intrinſick Nature. What is Thi 
to your Purpoſe * W hoever will be at the Pains 90 
ſearch into the Sentiments of fo obſcure, and pcplexid 
a Writer, (whom I am not very fond of quoting ) 
will perccive thus much at leaſt, all the Way through 
Him, that He belicved the Subſtance of the Fahy 
and Son to be equally neceſſarily-exiſtiag. J ſhall con- 
tent my ſelf with a f.w References f. 

Bajil is allo quoted hy Dr. Clarke, as ſaying thr 
the Father begat his Son, having his Power concm. 
rent with his Will; and that the Son ſprings from the 
Father's Gooane/s**, If the Delign be to deceive the 
Populace with the Sound of Words, there may b: 
ſome Uſe in ſuch Quotations. But ſuch Things ouglt 
not to be offered either to Scholars, or by Scholars, 
Who knows not that Baſil is as cxprefs as poſiibl 


* A {e morens Pater, a ſeſe generans Filius, fed Potentia . 
tris {cie generans Filius; voluntas enim Filius, unde enim fi pl 


voluntas non eſt a ſeſe generans, nec voluntas eſt: fed quenim | 


Dei eſt vo'untas, equidem ipta, quæ ſit generans, generatur il 
Deo. Et ideo Deus Pater, voluntas Filius, unum utrumque, &. 


ibid. p. 188. 


— 


+ Una cademque Subſtantia, vi pari, cademque potentia, Mae. 


ſtate, virtute: Nullum alteri prius, niſi quod Cauia eſt alterum | 


alterius. p. 224. 

Una cademque Subſtantia, & ſimul, & ſemper: Hoc eſt enim 
61250), 69080442 iz@r, ſimul Subſtantiam habens, faremque er- 
ſiendi vum atque virtutem, eandemque Subſtantiæ naturam, Ge. Þ 
425. Vd. p. 227, 234. : 

** O He: CU» £9/20) PL Th HN mv Gore thi, iner 4 
"UT :0* inner: W; CUT Nu. Baſil. Hom 29. P. 624. 

MPa; vey Tov 9:00 e/i9v:JT oy, * S EY uy Tov OTE E794 Vat: ra, 1 
@urToC yy, 2 ai TH aboy I 733 Freies 77 46, 157 rer EMT a abt. 
7776; Contr, Eumom, |. 2. p. 66. 
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for the Neceſſary - exiſtence of God the Son; and di- 


rectly denies and confutes the very Thing for which 


ou are pleading ? ** Mill you not ceaſe, you impious 


Wretch, (lays He to EFunomius, who was pleading the 


ſame Cauſe that you now are) 7o ſpeak of his not 


exiſting, who exiſis neceſſarily, who is the Fountain of 


Life; who gave Being to all Things that are*? I] ren- 
der my drs ure, neceſſarih-exiſling, becauſe it always 
ſignifies the ſame with what we expreſs by That 
Word. Again, ſpeaking of the Eunomians, He ſays, 
They blaſpheme in pretending to ſay, the Son of Ga 
ever was not ; as if He did not exiſt by his own Na- 
ture, but at brought into Being by the Favour of Gef. 


„What is This, but directly, and flatly denying the 


very Thing which you are contending for? Againſt 
which you fet an obſcure Paſſage or two, which 
mean nothing of what you intend by them. As to 
Bail's firſt Expreſſion, of the Father's having his 
Power concurrent with his Mall, it ſignifies only, chat 
his Mill and his Nature arc the ſame, corval with 
each other, and equally zeceſſary in this Cafe, Cyril 
of Alexandria thus expreſſes the ame Thought, ſome- 
thing more diſtinctly than Bal. 

It were ſuperfluous and ſilly to imagine the Fa- 
te ther to be a Father either willingly, or willingly, 
* but rather a4tzrally and eſſentially. For He is not 
e umpillingiy whatever He is natzrally: Having the 
* Will to be what He is, concurring with the Na- 
ku 


* 0 raden n dure TpoTa'/opsuwy, 0 2088, Tov Cur We; dere, Ty 
um Ths Cong, Tov Tan To 8 J 1 TUpEXTINYY, Batil. contr. Eun. 
2. p. 56. 
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He means that the Mil and the Nature are Both 
together, coeval, and coeternal: In like Manner as God 
always was what He would be, and always would be 
what He was. The like Thought we have before 


ſcen in Lactantius x. Here is nothing in This, that at 


all favours your Principles. 


As to the ſecond Citation from Baſil, the Paſſage 
it ſelf leads to the Meaning. He there ſtiles the Son 


auTozyaco efſentially good, as proceeding from the 
Fountain of eſſential Goodneſs, that is, from the Fs. 
ther Himſelf: Which is no more than ſaying, that 
He is Goodneſs of Goodneſs, in like Manner as God «f 
God, | 


Come we now to Gregory Nyſſen, where the Rc 
der will admire at Dr. Clarke's Pretences, and yours, 
upon This Head; unleſs you rake up Paſſages at fe- 
cond - hard, without ever looking into the Authors 
Themſclves. The Words you have firſt pitch'd up- 
on are theſe +. 

« for neither doth That immediate Connexion 
« between the Father and the Son exclude the Mil 
« of the Father, as if He had the Son by ſome Ne 
* c of Nuurc, Without his Will: Neither docs 


* Ex feipio eſt. & ideo talis eſt qualem ſe eſſe voluit. Lacta. 
Init. b e „ 

Plotiuits, betote any of them, ſpeaking of God, ſays that his 
Nil was concurring with his Exiſtence: and He and His W. 
are the fame. 

Surge 46TH £XUT&@ FEAW) UOTE tert, retro av emp Jain v2 
* Je gorg 2 . U 5. Plotin. Enn. 6. J. 8. c. 13. 
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« the Will divide the Son from the Father, ſo as to 
« make any Diſtance betwixt Them. ; 

Thus far Dr. Clarke quoted; ſhaping his Tranſla- 
tion, with little Hints and Parentheſes, as near as He 
well could, to his own Senſe; however oppoſite to 
the Author's. Let Gregory go on: Let us neither 
4e exclude from our Notion The Father's il about 
« the Son, as if it were ſtraiten'd (or brurthened) in 
« the Connexion of the Son's Unity with the Fa- 
« ther; neither let us diflolve the immediate Con- 
« riexion by conſidering the Mil in the Generation. 
Gregory proceeds to tell us, that to Will what is good 
is eſſential to, and inſeparable from the Nature; as 
alſo to enjoy the Thing will'd, and that it cannot 

oſſibly be conceived without it. He farther illuſtrates 

lis meaning by the Inſtance of Fire, and Light ſtream- 
ing from it; that if the Fire be imagined to have 
Reaſon and Will, it would chuſe or will to ſend forth 
its Streams of Light, according to its Nature, with 
more to That purpole. 

From hence it is manifeſt, that Gregory intended 
no more by Will than we mean when we ſay God 
wills his own Exiſtence, or is what He would chuſe 
to be. Whether this be a proper Senſe of Vill is 
not the queſtion: But it was Gregory's Senſe. And 
it is plain He does not mean by vatcy artyxy Ne- 
ceſſuty of Nature in the Modern Senſe, but ſuch a Ve- 
ceſſuy as lays a Reſtraint, or Burthen upon the Will &, 
would be an Imperfection, or a pain and uneaſineſs 
to the Perſon. I might ſhow this farther by many 


* In ſuch a Senſe Gregory uſes the Phraſe elſewhere. 

0 L U x Ouor cg v7 s;r0 wiv©- zv Sl cars, AA NN 
T&TXu Ty ur&xo d « pun Ste ToIro Toe 0 /K,w28m% Tis 
pin Greg. Nyſſ. contr. Eun. I. 1. p. 44. Parif, | 

Vid. p. 49; 292. 

Areyzn urixy is conſtantly ſpoken of as an Tmperfeion, or 
Mark of Subjection, or Servitude: for which reaſon it was not 
thought applicable to God. 

Nature Neceſſitas uſed in That low Senſe, by Hilary. p. 976, 
986, 1116, 1117. 

And 
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and expreſs Proof of the Neceſſary - exiſtence of God 
the Son, occurring in this very Treatiſe, too ted. 
ous to recite at length: I muſt refer to ſome in th, 
Margin f 

Now for a Word or two of St. Auſtin: And 
then we may ſhut up our Enquiries into the Senſe of 
the Antients on this Head. You tell me a chili 
Quibble of St. Auſtin's, (p. 255.) I gave the Ra. 
der, in the Appendix to my Defenſe, an Account of 
what Dr. Clarke and you call a childiſh Qnibble: By 
which it may ſufficiently appear that the chil4iſhe; 
is none of Sr. Arſtiz's. It is no commendation of 
your Diſcretion to revive the memory of a T hing 
which can ſerve to no purpoſe, except it be to en- 
poſe your unacquaintedneſs with Antiquity. You 
pretend to tell me, that I repeat the ſame Quivble in 
my Appendix, without attempting to anſwer the Dotlar'; 
Reaſoning, But the Deſign of my Appendix was to 
ſhow that the Doctor had committed an Error, in 
tuppoling that St. Auſtin was making an Anſwer to 
tuch Teſtimonies as the Doctor had produced; when 
He was anſwering nothing but a mean Quibble of 
the Arians, about Nolens FVolenss As the Doctor hal 
there made a flip, for want of knowing, or conſidei- 
ing what St. Auſtin had been doing, and upon what 
Occaſion He had ſaid what He did; For the Doctor's 
Credit, you ſhou'd have let it drop, and have faid 
no more of it. The Colour you would now give 
to it, is, that my Anſwer to what was objected ot 
the Son's being generated by Ml, was out of 
St. Auſtin-: Which is only heaping Miſtake upon 
Miſtake, and defending one Error by Another. Look 
again into my Defenſe, (p. 125, Cc.) and you will 
tind, I was ſhowing how zeceſſary Emanation might 
be, and had been underſtood conſiſtent with Will. 


* 09495 mn #&T 2 PUT, p. 1. T60 err; , underſtood of all 
mne Three Perſons, p. 3. &# 7©- rp ssi, of the Son, p. 4. C 
CEL 2# 75% s @», P. 9. #135 e, P. 205, 272. 
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St. Auſtin came in by the bye indeed, but He was not 
cited a5 adoring either Nolens, or Volens in the 
Caſe; but «3 nz who had contented Himſelf with 
rerorting the Objcction of the Arians upon Them- 
ſelves. I therefore paſſed on (p. 127.) to others, who 
had allowed the Generation to be by Mill, and J inti- 
mated in what Senſe They allowed it : Not in any 
ſich Senſe as Dr. Clarke intended, tho' He cited 
thoſe very Men, (Marius Viclorinus, Baſil, and Gre- 
gory Nyſſen ) as favouring his Doctrine. He ſhould 
not have oppoſed Vill to Neceſſary-generation , when 
citing Men that aſſerted Both; and who underſtood 
by Wall a quite different Thing from what He did. 
This was my Anſwer with reſpect to Citations of 
That kind. But as to other Authorities from Jaſtin 
Martyr z &c. I allowed Vill to be taken in the 
Doctor's Senſe: And my Anſwer there was, that 
Thev intended it only of the TetAwm, not of the 
eternal Generation. | 
Upon my ſaying in my Defenſe, (p. 126.) that 
you could not but have apprehended my meaning , 
about the Difference between Mill and arbitrary Will, 
had you retained in mind what you muſt have obſer- 
ved in the reading of the Antients; I fay, upon 
This you remark, that Thoſe Anticuts were really AMio- 
derns, (p. 259. ) and that I often expreſs my ſelf in 
is ambiguous, and unſair manner, Yet you your 
ſelf take the liberty of calling the very ſame Writers, 
and Thoſe of the ſame Age, Autient Writers: ſuch as 
The Sirmian Council, Hilary, Baſil, Marius Victorinuc, 
and Gregory Nyſſen ; to whom Dr. Clarke had appeal- 
ed in His Scripture DoctrineY, It was to obviate 
Thole Teſtimonies, that I referred you to the Wri- 
ters of That Time, calling Them Autients; as you 
your {elf have ſince done, twice together: p. 256, 
257.) So caly is it to condemn Another, and to do 
the ſame Thing your ſelf. It ſecms, They are An- 
tients with you, while They furniſh you with O6- 
* Part 2. Set, 17. 0 
Jections 7 
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and expreſs Proof of the Neceſſary - exiſtence of God 


the Son, occurring in this very Treatiſe, too tedj. | 


ous to recite at length: I muſt refer to ſome in th, 
Margin t 

Now for a Word or two of St. Auſtin: And 
then we may ſhut up our Enquiries into the Senſe gf 
the Antients on this Head. You tell me a child 
Quibble of St. Auſtin's, (p. 255.) 1 gave the RG. 
der, in the Appendix to my Defenſe, an Account of 
what Dr. Clarke and you call a childiſh Qnibble: By 
which it may ſufficiently appear that the childiſh; 
15 none of Sr. Anſtin s. It is no commendation of 
your Diſcretion to revive the memory of a T hing 
which can ſerve to no purpoſe, except it be to ex- 
poſe your unacquaintedneſs with Antiquity. You 
pretend to tell me, that I repeat rhe ſame Quivble in 
my Appendix, without attempting to anſwer the Doctor 
Reaſoning, But the Deſign of my Appendix was to 
ſhow that the Doctor had committed an Error, in 
tuppoling that St. Auſtin was making an Anſwer to 
tuch Teſtimonies as the Doctor had produced; when 
He was anfwering nothing but a mean Quibble of 
the Arians, about Nolens Folens. As the Doctor had 
there made a flip, for want of knowing, or confider- 
ing what St. Auſtin hid been doing, and upon what 
Occaſion He had ſaid what He did; For the Doctor's 
Credit, you ſhou'd have let it drop, and have hid 
no more of it. The Colour you would now give 
to it, is, that my Anſwer to what was objected of 
the Son's being generated by Mil, was out of 
St. Auſtin: Which is only heaping Miſtake upon 
Miſtake, and defending one Error by Another. Look 
agoin into my Defenſe, (p. 125, &c.) and you will 
ind, I was ſhowing how zeceſſary Emanation might 
be, and had been underſtood conſiſtent with Will. 
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St. Auſtin came in by the bye indeed, but He was not 


cited as adn. ing either Nolens, or Volens in the 
Caſe; but «3 one who had contented Himſelf with 
rerorting the Objection of the Arians upon Them- 
ſelves. I therefore paſſed on (p. 175 to others, who 
had allowed the Generation to be 2 and I inti- 
mated in what Senſe They allowed it: Not in any 


ſuch Senſe as Dr. Clarke intended, tho' He cited 


thoſe very Men, (Marius Viclorinus, Baſil, and Gre- 


gan Nyſſen ) as favouring his Doctrine. He ſhould 


not have oppoſed Will ro Neceſſary-generation , when 
citing Men that aſſerted Both; and who underſtood 
by Mill a quite different Thing from what He did. 
This was my Anſwer with reſpect to Citations of 
That kind. But as to other Authorities from Jaſtin 
Martyr , &c. I allowed ill to be taken in the 
Doctor's Senſe: And my Anſwer there was, that 
They intended it only of the Tg:#Awns, nor of the 
eternal Generation. | 

Upon my ſaying in my Defenſe, (p. 126.) that 
you could not but have apprehended my meaning , 
about the Difference between ill and arbitrary Will, 
had you rctained in mind what you muſt have obſer- 
ved in the reading of the Autients; I ſay, upon 
This you remark, that Thoſe Antients were really A10- 
derns, (p. 259. ) and that I often expreſs my ſelf in 
This ambiguous, and unfair manner. Yet you your 
ſelf take the liberty of calling the very fame Writers, 
and Thoſe of the ſame Age, Autient Writers: ſuch as 
Ihe Sirmian Council, Hilary, Baſil, Marius Vittorinnc, 
and Gregory Nyſſen ; to whom Dr. Clarke had appeal- 
ed in His Scripture Doctrine, It was to obviate 
Thole Teſtimonies, that I referred you to the Wri- 
ters of That Time, calling Them Antiemts; as you 
your ſelf have ſince done, twice together: (p. 256, 
257.) So eaſy is it to condemn Another, and to do 


the ſame Thing your ſelf. It ſecms, They are An- 


tens with you, while They furnich you with Ob- 
* Part 2. Sect. 17 
ject iam: 
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jeftions: But when the ſame Writers, or their Con- 
temporaries, afford Solutions alſo, then They become 
Moderns. But to return. 

The Sum then of what hath been faid is Thi; 
All the Fathers believed the IVeceſſary - exijience of 
God the Son: I have proved it of ſeveral, and 
might have done it of more, were it neceſſary. By: 
the material Thing was to take off the Object ion of 
the volu::ry Generation. I have done it, by diſtin. 
guiſhing between Thoſe that aſſerted only a Tin. 
poral Generation, (where I allow Will to be unde. 
ſtood in the ſtr1& Senſe) and thoſe that aſſerted eter 
nal, As to the latter, none of them ever allowed 
Generation to be by Will, in your Senſe of the 
Word. They ſometimes admit it in the Senſe cf 
Approbation, and T hey always reject Veceſſity of Jr 
ture; meaning by it extrinſick Force, Fate, or Coatlion, 
never What we now underſtand by it when app|::d 
to God. 

Having thus cleared the main Point, it remains on- 

ly to take ſome Notice of a few incidental Objccti. 
ons you have made; which could not before be brought 
in, without breaking my Method, and diſturbing the 
Connexion. 
Jou obje d, (p. 253.) that if this be the Caſe, that the 
Son MNeceſſarily exiſts; then He is Self- exiſtent : thut 
if the Sun were Self-exiſtent, ſo alſo world be its Ras: 
if a Tree, ſo alſo its Branches: — the ſame I big 
partially conſidered: —— Derivation, Origination, Cat 
tity, Generation, in ſuch a Caſe are figurative, improjet 
Expreſſions. 

By This then, I perceive, I have been doing n0- 
thing in ſearching Aztiquiry: You have ſome M 
ims to your ſelf that mul? over- rule all Azrboriuis, 
T ſhall anſwer you what I think ſufficient, 1. Al- 
lowing your Plea, the Conſequence then is, that the 
Son is Self-exiſtent as well as the Father: we change 
the Name, but retain the Thing. And, now Ve 
ſhall challenge you to prove cither from Script?» 
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or Antiquity, that the Son is not Self-exiſtent ; provi- 
ded you keep ſteadily to what you have ſaid, that 
whatever is Weceſſury, is allo Self-exiſtent. It This 
Maxim be certain, then the Son is Self-exiſtenr tho” 
referred up to Another, and I have proved it in prov=- 
ing his Neceſſary-exiſtence. 

But, 2» I anſwer, you appear a little too late to 
be a Corrector of the Language of all the Autients, 
Philoſophers, and Divines. They have conſtantly | 
diſtinguiſhed the Ideas; and where ever there is 2 | 
Difference of Ideas, there is a Reaſon for alligning | 
different Names. Who does not ſee that the 
Queſtion whence a Thing is, and the Queſtion what 
it is, are very different Queſtions ? Or that immutably 
exiſting, ad: exiſting under This, or That relation, 
as a Father, or as a Son, are quite different Things? 
And tho' we do not ſay that Father and Son are the 
ſame Thing partially conſider'd, where there are no 
Parts : yer we admit them to be the ſame Subſtance 
diverſly conſidered, under diſtinct Relations, and Per- 


* 
» 
d 
* 
iq 
1 
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ſonalities. | 

| You refer me, (p. 251.) to Modeſt Plea, p. 173. where | 

I find it objected, that if Generation were neceſſary, there N 
| would be no limitation to the Number ef Perſons. Yes, " 


the Number will be limited to ſo many as are JIVe- pi 

'  Ceſſary: And no more can be YVecefſary than there are Þ 
| found, in fact, ro exit. | 
FF It is farther objected, that in Siriptere, the beget- 
ting of the Son is always mentioned as an Act of the 
Father; and an Att cannot be neceſſary. Par thow me | 
that Scripture ever makes it an Alt, in your Senſe. 
I have heard of legotten, I never rcad that it was a 
voluntary Act, a Matter ol Choice; which is your 
denſe of Act. Scripture reprefents it by the relation 
of Thought to Mind, or by the emayſ:o uz, the ſhi- 
ning forth of Light 4 from the luminous Fountain: 


* See my Sermons, p F. og | 1 
7 See my Sermons; p. 159 | 1 
ix £ and N 
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And ſo does all Autiquiiy. This anſwers to the «4 
Senſe of begetting *, and acting: But do not invent 
novel Senſes of them, and ſtill pretend Scripture, and 
Antiquity. In your new Senſe of begetting, ard ailing, 
there is no Proof either in Scripture or Antiquiy, 
that the Father begat, or acted: And now what have 
you done, but altered Names, and left Things as be. 
tore? Was there ever truer Pedantry about Words? 
You may call Generation, in our Senſe, Metaphorical, 
if you pleaſe; tho' you have no Reaſon to give, why 
it is not proper: But when you have done, ſhow, If 
you can, that this Aetaphorical Senſe was not the 
true and only Senſe wherein it was underſtood bath 
by Scripture, and Antiquity. 

You object, that my Diſtinction between Will, an 
arbitrary Will, is eluſive and equivorating. But I pray, 
excuſe it for the Doctor's ſake; who makes the 
ſame Diſtinction}, in other Words, between Will of 
Approbation, and Will of Choice, which is all that 
I mean. 

You object, that the Doctrine of zeceſſary Emani- 
tions was Gnoſlick and Valentinianu: Which you can 
never prove. But I muſt remind you that A hang 
us charged upon the Arians two Things as Groſtic 
and Valentinian, which undoubtedly are ſo: On: 
was their bringing in SeArpa **, Will, between thi 


* Aczyeov ,j]u ev. Juſt. M. Dial. 183. 

Nec dubitaverim Filium dicere & Radicis Fruticem, & Font! 
Fuvium, & Solis Radium; quia 0741s Origo parens eſt, & om 
quod ex Origine profertur prog enies eſt. 

Te fouls b au 6 1940» my dvyy, Euſeb. Eccl. Theol.]. 
E. 13. 

Lux ſplendorem generat. Ambroſ de Fid. p. 540. 

Arai wa yergat, Bafil. contr. Eun. P. 89. 

+ Sceripture-Deitrine, p 248. Ed. 2. i 
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J Qu. VIII. 
Father and his Word: Another was their making 
2 Creature Creator * . Philaſtrius + farther charges 
them with N another Principle from the 
Tafamous Apelles, (of t 
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5 


he Marcionite Tribe) which 
was the Making 2 ſecond God, a x Creature and a 
Subject of the Firſt. Not to mention that Bithop 
Bull had run up your Doctrines to the old Gnz/- 
ticks **, long ago; and was never yet confutcd , 
nor ever will be. It might therefore have been 
more prudent in you, to have been ſilent on This 
Head. 

Now we have mentioned the Matter of MWece/- 
fary Emanations , it may be proper to hint brictly 
what has been the Church's conſtant Doctrine in 
That Article, It occurs not indeed any where un- 
der Thoſe Terms: Neither docs the JVVeceſſary-exi//- 
exce of God the Father, The Avtients expreſs'd not 
Either of the Doctrines in Thoſe Terms: So the 
Queſtion muſt be, not about the Name, but the 
Thing: And Emanation muſt be diſlingutihed accord— 
ing to its Two Senſes; as either ſignifying the Per- 
ſoa emaning, or the emaning it ſelt. They that ſpake 
only of a Temporal Proceſſion, or Emanation, could 
not mean that ſuch Proceſſion was necejſary. Only, as 


They held the Neceſary-exiftence of the Perſon, pro- 


ceeding in Time, but always exiſting in the Father 
to whom He belonged, and to whom He is refer- 
red; their DoArine, however expreſſed, comes to the 
very ſame that has been ſince called eternal Generati- 


on, or Emanation. They that held eternal Generati- 


on were all in the Principle of Neceſſary - emanation , 
directly, and plainly. Only the Word Emanation, 


* 5 e . 
(if it ſtands for @Toppaa ) was cither approved, or 


* 'Oud} gate 093% Ae In mrovpyels d- ret, INH rr, E 
Aurel, x O, D-, @ Maę rien, x Baoiidy; Tuairs Peovediy 
© vii, iu CHnmras Tvyxamre Athan, Orat. 2. p. 489. 

+ Philaſtrius Hæreſ. c. 47. 

* Bull. D. F. Sect. 3. C. 3. 
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otherwiſe, according as underſtood : And Generatin 
was the more common Name for it. All is ſummed 
up in This, that the Son is Weceſſarily-exiſting , but 
{till of the Father, and referred to Him as his Head, 

You pretend, that the Diſtinftion of a Threefull 
Generation is groundleſs. If you mean that Jingle 
Writers do not ſpeak of Three Generations, it may 
be true of moſt of them, not all: for an Exception 
muſt be made for Some *, who plainly acknowleds. 
cd eternal Generation, Temporal Proceſſion, and Chrilt'; 
Incarnation. But taking the Fathers collective), there 
is Demonſtration for That Threefold Diſtinction 1 
have mentioned. And even as to ſingle Fathers, tho 
they did not give the Name to all the Three; They 
acknowledged the Things meant by that Name; s 
| have fully ſhown. Which of the Three is moſt 
properly called by the Name of Generation, is a very 
truitleſs Queſtion : It is manifeſt that That Name 
was given by ſome, or other of the Antients, to all 
the Three. | 

You object (p. 283.) that IJrenæus argues againſt all 
internal Generations, "The Reader may ſee that Mat- 
ter handlomely cleared up in Maſſuet's previous Dil- 
{creations upon Jrencus f. | 

You object (. 285.) that The Notion of Con/ub- 
ſtantiality (J ſuppoſe you'll fay the ſame now of Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſtence) is far from inferring equal Supremacy. 
But, having once ſufficiently proved his Neceſ- 
ry-exiſtence, and took off your Pretences about Wil 
(which you chicfly truſted to) the reſt will create no 
Difficulty with conſidering Men. As to your weak 
Charge upon Tertullian, &c. about Angels and Souls 
being Conſubſtantial with God, it has been anſwered. 
You have a pleaſant Argument, (p. 271.) that if fle 
Sou Was generated, by the Will and Power of the Father, 


* See Bull D. F. p. 232. Animadv. in Gilb, Clerke, p. 1054 
Fabricius Not. in Hippolyt. Vol. 1. p. 242. 


+ Maſſuct. Præv. Diſſert. p. 36, 128. 
into 
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4 into a State of Sonſhip, either in Time, or from Eterni- 


5 is ſufficient to diſtinguiſh Him from the one ſupreme, 
'ſelf-exiſtent , immutable God ; who is incapable of any 
"Change, even ſo much 4s in ar; Mode of Exiſtence. Your 
Argument here turns upon a fanciful ſuppoſition that 
all Generation, whether Temporal or Eternal, implies 


o 


Mytability, or Change. But be pleaſed to make Senſe 
of what you have here ſaid, on Either ſuppoſition. 


' Suppoſe the Generation eternal, what Senſe is there 
A conceiving a Change where there is nothing Ne, 


no State antecedent, no Prius or Poſterius, which 


| every Change implies? Suppoſe it Temporal ; Then as 


it means no more than a Manifeſtation, Exertion, or 
taking a new Office, Relation, &c. What Change is 
there in all This, more than there 1s in God the Fa- 
ther, upon a new Act, Manifeſtation, exertion of Power, 
&c? There is no Change at all in it, no not ſo much 
as in any Aode of Exiſtence. 


[ have now run thro” all that I find material under 


This Query. Upon the whole 1t appears, that rhe 
Autients firmly believed, and profeſſed the Neceſſary- 
exiſlence of God the Son: As well Thoſe who main- 
tained the Generation to be Temporal, as Thoſe that 
profeſſed it eternal. And you have not been able to 
prove, either that the former thought the Son an A.- 
tribute only before his Generation, or that the latter ever 


made Generation to be by Mill, in any Senſe but What 


is conſiſtent with what we now call NVeceſſary- exiſtence, 
and Neceſſary-emanation. 

It may not be here improper to throw in a few 
Words about the ſeveral Similitudes, and Illuſtrati- 
on, made uſe of by the Antients to help Imaginati- 
on, and to give Men a more lively Senſe of divine 
Truths. They are all of Them ww, and infinitely 


ſhort of what they were intended to repreſent ; | 


ſome of them perhaps too coarſe, and ſuch as might 
better have been ſpared: But Writers are not always 


upon their guard. They had a pious Deſign in adap- 


ting their Compariſons to the very meaneſt Capaci- 


ties. 


318 ASEcond DEFENSE Qu. VI 


ties. The Reſemblances were Thele: Mind and Thy, 
Liznt and its Shining, Sun and its Rays, Fountain, ud 
Streams, Root and branches, Seed and Plants, Body and 
its Eſiuvia, Fire aud fire, Light and Light, Hater ang 
Steams. 

Theſe Similitudes were intended to repreſent ch. 
Conſubjtantiality, or Coeternity, or Both, according as the 
were moſt titly adapted, reſpectively , or molt Pope 
to repreſent Either, or Both. 

The Compariſons of Fountain and Stream, A 
and Brauch, Body and Effiuvia , Light and Ligiy 
Fire and Fire, and ſuch like, ſerved more peculiar}; 
to ſignify the Conſubſtantiality: But Thoſe of Au 
and Thought, Light and Splendor (Þ@s x, , 
were more peculiarly calculated to denote Cote. 
nity; abſtracting from the Conſideration of Conta. 
tialitz. For, Thought is not any thing Su ſanial: And 
J know not whether Light , analy LTP) was ever 
taken to be ſo by the antient Fathers. It is certain 
that ſometimes it was looked upon as a meer Energy, 
or Quality *. I fay then, that Coeterniiy was mor: 
itly repreſented by Thoſe Two Similitudes, than Cn. 
ſuliſtautiality. 

ladced, Euſcbius would not allow that + Coeternity wy 
ſignitied in the ſimilitude of Light and Splendor ; or, 
1 may more properly lay, Luminous Body and Light, for 
I hat is the meaning. But in This that great Man was 
very Singular. And tho' Montfaucon's Cenſure of Him, 


common) wreſting Scripture, and the Church; 


Doctrine, to his own private Fancies**, may ſeem 1 


* Tuſtin. Martyr. Dial. p. 372. 
Euſebius Dem. Evang. l. 4. c. 3» 
Damaſcen. Vol. 1. p. 135. 137. 
Theodorit. in Epiſt. ad Hebr. c. 1. v. 3. Hier. Fab. I. 5.5 
7. p. 256. 
+ Euteb. Demonſtr. Evang. l. 4. c. 3. p 147. 
Nihil itaque inſolens ſi Euſebius, qui pierumque Soripturarum 
& Ecclefie Dogmata ex ſenſu & opinione ſua æſtimare auſus ch. 
in mullis lapſus fit, Montf. prælim. in Euſeb. &c. p. 29. 


ther 
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cher too ſevere; yet it is certainly true of Him in 
This Inſtance: unleſs we could ſuppoſe That Paren- 
' theſis, or Digreſſion (for ſuch it ſeems to be) foiſted 


into his Work by ſome other Hand. No Catholick, 
before, or after Him, ever talked in That way; but 


quite the contrary. Origen *, Theognoſtus t, Diony- 
ſu of Alexandria, and Alexander, (to ſay nothing of 


later Writers x *) give a very different Account of that 


Similitude: And They are more to be regarded than 
* Euſebius, who ſtands alone in his Account of it, di- 


rely thwarting the Senſe of all the Catholicks his 
Contemporaries, as well as of his Predeceſſors that 


have uſed it. But to proceed. 


It is obſervable that Thoſe who expreſſly mainrtain'd 
the Temporal Generation only, as Tuſtin Alartyr, Hip- 
polytus, and ſeveral others, They allo illuſtrate it by Si- 


militudes ; not by @@s and 27r2v/aope, fo far as I have 
obſerved, but by Light of Light, one Fire from another 
Fountain and Streams. They have ſometimes alſo the 
San and its Rays, which ſeems to me to amount nearly 


to the ſame with S and 9.7av/ao7a. Thoſe Writers 
conſidered The Light, not only as breaking forth, or 
ſtreaming out from the Father abſolutely (as They 
conſidered it, who illuſtrated eternal Generation there- 
by) bur allo relatively, in reſpect of the Creatures; 
opon whom it began to break forth and ſhine, when 
the Sou exerted his Power in the Creation. Then 
was Light ſprung up to Them from the Father, which 


* Oe eg P&G fav hmunyno pe Gm tis The ct ne, h ToA- 
eig Ag Ggxu Ol thy wo Tporteel Gow 972»; Orig. ap. Athanal. 
P. 223, 

f Ox wb Tis bay suf 4 Tod wind a5ous, e fn phy Gvrwy 
f7401x01" HAAR ix The 700 Texte sciag Oo, ; 763 C TO & ra- 
e &@; var artis. Theogn. ap. Athanaſ. p. 239. 

Aude N av wr 0; in, Trg 2 & i Al ; 552, Dionyſ 
Mex. apud At han. p. 253. : 

To 7%8 & TRWY HT 46 TH5 Eis 1 4 v2) Airy wy, er 12 To Kean 

— - * of > 
Del g. Alex2ndr. Alex. apud Theod. |. r. c. 4. 
gte ſeme Teſtimonies in my Ser mont, p. 247. 
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Light had been before eternally in and of the Fathe, 


not manifeſted ad extra, not ſent abroad, as They 
would expreſs it. 


You give Hints in your Preface, (p. 7.) and Buy, 


p. 285. and elſewhere, that the Notion of the 3. 
tients was no more than that the Son was fiom » 
internal ſubſtantial Power of the Father , by bis Nil 
without any Diviſion, Abſciſſion , Diminution , & 
as one Fire is lighted from Another: But you rep, 
ſent their Senſe very partially, or at Jeaſt very 0b. 
ſcurely. Their plain meaning was, that the Sy 
was really, and not nominally diſtinct from the F. 
ther; which They ſignified by one Fire and Another, 
And they meant farther to ſignify, that tho' the Sy 


did in a certain Senſe come out from the Father, vet 


He was not divided from Him, but remained {1 
really in Him, and with Him. I have fer the pin. 
cipal Paſſage in the * Margin: which may ſcrve ty 
explain each other, and fully to aſcertain the mean. 


Ine 


* Ad ye /ervajfhry, 8 1. Tee FELLA @; SA απτ 14 T 25 700 * M. 
97 Ted RANG iro (leg. TERANNE eve ) 2 £7% ov £74 rug 0c, 6:4 thi 
HANG 5 evey, GER EAATTEMEYS Exxivg £2 00 4 aranie iy 119), 4/01 
1 r a WEYOIT0; H To ig aur avaflty x T9 or Panera d farm 
ouy Sxtvo if & erin, Juſt. Dial. p. 183. 

Ov K&7* anoTom ny WG c ow te own; Tous red TAT09; 02725, in 
TY K TEvTH priptCe fu i 3 TEpVC NG, ed r UTE i & xi 71 
Twnlwe. Juſtin. p. 373. 

Feuers I} xaTe weeds wan, ed tr” ammo pry d "Yap mer nts mi 


, , \ : \ * 87 — ' 
T[UTs KEXWe/ gu" TO 0 e bY 069Y01-.%5 TY G49 GE TAGEG!, t 
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— J of 5 "1 $ — 74 ” 
cd T ed & 217 a mmeinee, woes ty ap 070 ins 0490G fie mn 


Vir F πο n dad C, od afleory To Pig e xui 6 Ayo» rh 
Dar e The red nrg db,? obx M METOKE 70Y 7434111 
Tatian. p. 22. 

Iles 5p Ti ] mabrov x8 Top Et ExuTHD vol way ]! td 
67ror: 0s 1F4Anaev 0 reg le dere EnovAtumeTre, Te I Av92v temen 
TogPoguuov, TpwTirongy ven X)(GEWG;, od XIW3EG UT 2G T0 101/19 al. 
At Acyer, ev, Kut Tl A4 &9T0Y Aſs; 614AGV, Thcoph 
Antioch. p. 129. 

Nec ſeparatur ſubſtantia, ſed extenditur = 
receilit, {ed exceſſit. Tert. Apol. c. 21, 
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ing. It wou'd be tedious here ro entcr into the 
Particulars, Upon the whole, their meaning was, 
chat the Son ſo came out from the Father, as {till to 
remain in Him: It was an economical, not a real (c- 


paration. And ſo the Father did not leave Himſelf | 


emptied, as it were, of his Son, by his ſending Him 


out to create, and to tranſact all Matters between 


Him and the Creature. 
This, I doubt not to ſay, is the certain, and the 


full meaning of Thoſe Fathers: And had it not been 


i 


: 


for ſome Perſons coming to read them with the No- 
tion of eternal Generation in their Heads, "They could 


the Son's being ſent out occonomicaliy from the Father, 
firſt to make, and next to govern the Creatares : 
which Miſſion, Manuifeſtation, or Exertion, is, with 
thoſe Writers, his Generation: As it was alfo ſo 
reckon'd even by many of the Poſt -niceves, who may 
he ſeen in the Margin“. It muſt be own'd, that Vi- 


lary 


Hzc etit Probola veritatis, cuſtos unitatis, qua prolatum dici- 


mus Filium, & non ſeparatum. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 8. 


Trinitas per conſertos & conncxos gradus a Patre decurrens, 
& Monarchiz nihil obſtrepit, & Oeconomiæ ſtatum protegit. Terr, 
ibid, 

Habes Filium in Terris; habes Patrem in cc&:lis. Non eſt /epa- 
ratio iſta, ſed diſpoſitio divina, Tert. contr. Prax. c. 23. 

* Scirent Verbum in principio Deum, & hoc a principio apud 


Deum, & natum eſſe ex eo qui erat, & hoc in co eſſe qui na- 
tus eſt, quod is ipſe eſt penes Quem erat antequam naſceretur z 
eindem ſcilicet æternitatem efle gigneutis & geniti, Milar. in 
lat. p. 742. 


* 
* 


* 


Procedit in Nativitatem, qui erat, ante quam naſceretur, in Pa- 
tre. — cujus ex ore prodivit unigenirus Filius, cordis ejus Nohi— 
ue Iaquilinus: exinde viſibilis eflectus, quia humanum genus Vit 
'aturus erat. Zen. Veron. apud Bull, p. 200. 

Ortus habens initium in Navitate, in ſtatu non habens. Ph4bads 

Hoc inittum habeat Sapientia Dei quod de Deo froceſt ad cte— 


$4002 Oran tam cæleſtia quam Terrena; non quo cæperit eile in 


Deo. 
erat, ſed his quæ ab ea ſeri Hportebat. Picud. Ambroſ. de bid. 


Creata eſt ergo ſapientia, imo gerita, non 651 gue ſemper 
RS ; 

2. P. 349. 

gf EVN n,. 


never have miſtaken ſo plain a Matter as This is, of 
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lary ſeems to have changed his Language, an 


Sentiments too afterwards: Or elſe He held a Lene. 


ration prior to This, along with the TexAmwms, |; 
m ſt alſo be confeſo'd that the Carhelicks I hemſche 
were for ſome time pretty much divided about t!; 
Queſtion of ctrnal Generation z tho' there wos 55 
queſtion about the eternal exiſtence, Whether th; 


A335 might be rightly ſaid to be begotter in rede | 


of the State which was anteccdent to the T&%Aun; 
was the Point in queſtion. Athaugſius argued ſireny. 
guſly for it *, upon This Principle, that whateyg 
is of anvther, and referred to that other as his Had, 
(as the. A33rs, confider'd as ſuch, plainly was) u 
and ought to be ſtiled Son, and Begotten: Becſide, 
the Ariazs had objected, that there would be ry, 
unbegotten Perſons, if the A635 ever exiſted, and ws 
not in the Capacity of Son; and the Church hu 
never been nicd to the Language of two enbepotich, 
Thcie Conſiderations, beſides the Teſtimonics ot Ee 
Fathers who had admitted eternal Generation, weigh 
with the generality of the Catholicks: And fo een 
Generation came to be the more prevailing Languoe?, 
and has prevailed ever fince. There is nothing nc 
in the Doctrine mere than This, the calling Ti 
ercnal Generation Which others would have ſized th 
eternal Exijience and Relation of the Ng to the f. 
ther: which at length amounts only to a Differcne 
in Words, and Names. This appcars to Me 1 fair 
and full Account of that Matter, after the molt 
careful and impartial Scarch I have been able to 

Eyerv0n, d Os td ALT, HOW TAvTETE iv 76 rar Pl 
im Ty Tov v7 aoro än dia Conſtantin. api 
Gelaſ. p. 58. 

Lx ore quamlibet Patris ſis ortus, & verbo editus; 

Tamen paterno in pectore Shia callebas prius. Prudent. Iymu. 
11. p. 44. 

Vere enim & fine Voce natum, & omnia potentialiter coe: 
tens Verbum, tum Pater actualiter geaeravis, quado Cæum & 
ꝛerram, quando Lucem & cxioa fecit. Rupert. Tuitient. 

* Athanali is contr. Ariagos, Crat. 4. . 


Wik: 


ce 
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© make into the Antients upon it; that 1 might not de- 


ve either my ſelf, or my Readers, 
In concluſion; ſince you have been pleaſed to call 


' upon me for Satizj:ction, (p. 297.) which I thall be 


always ready to pay for any Injury 1 have really done 
to my Readers; I now leave it to your [zycariiy 10 
con der, what Satisfaction yors oucht to make Tour Aca- 


| ders, for the following Particulars. 


1. For careleſly pailing over the many, and plain 


' Teſtimonies I produced tor eternal Gicucratio; from 


Ireneus, Origen, Novatiau, Dionyſius Ol Rome, Diony- 
ſus of Alexandria, Ai el hodius, Paniphiles, and Alc 
ander of Alexandria: As to which, you have not 
attempted to ſhow that I have miſconſtrued the Pat- 
ſages z nor have you endeavoured to reconcile Them 
to your Principles; contenting your ſelf with 06 
ſecling only, inſtead of Aaſuerig, as uſual with 
you. 
2. For impoſing upon us the fpuriout, or interpolated 
Conſtitutions: Which, you know, arc of no value 
in This Controverſy, wih Mien of Letters. 

z. For repreſenting the Counciis of Sirius, 
Sardica, Autioch, as undoubtedly Or:hodor; tho never 
ſo accounted, or received as tuch, by the Chelichs 
in gencral, but ſuſpected as Arian by many, and I hat 
very juſtly. 

4. For your ſeveral anfair, not to ay, manifeſtly f..1ſe 
Tranſlations: Of the Words of the Sirmian Coun— 
ci, 2. 258, 274. of Hilary, p. 259, 275. of Tatian, 
p. 270, 110. of Baſil, p. 291. 

5. For repreſenting (p. 273, 287.) Euſebius as giving 
the Senſe of the Auients upon a Point wherein all 
the Catholicks before, and in, and after his Times, are 
flatly againſt Him (as many as ſpeak of it) and not 
a Man concurring with Him. 

6. For your very flight, ſuperficial, and eluſive 
Anlwers to the many weighty Reaſons I before gave 
in my Defenſe, (p. 148, to 155.) to prove that the 
Lagos Was a real, and an eternal Perſon ( according 


S 1.2 to 


aw. 
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to the Antieuts) antecedently to his Proceſſion , oth. 
wiſe called Generation. 


Cuore . 


N hether the divine Attributes, Omniſcience, U. 
biquity, &c. thoſe individual Attributce, can 
be communicatcd without the divine Eſjeiice, [ras 
which they are inf eparatle ? 


O This, you ſay, it is ſufsici ut to anſwer , tha 

individual Attributes can neither be communicalca 
with, nor without the Fſſence, Your reaſon : Betas 
communication of an individual, without tie Commit: 
Citor's parting with it, is ſurpoſing it to be not an Ind. 
vidual , and is conſequently, a Comradiction in Terms 
p. 301. Thus far You: And you go on after Thi, 
with ſo peculiar an Air of Self-complacency and &.. 
tisfaction, that one would almoſt think you weak 
enough to imagine, you had faid ſomething conſiders 
ble. The great Difficulty is ſtill behind, to determin: 
what makes an Individual, or to fix a certain Print 
ple of Individuation. I called upon you for it before; 
knowing that very wiſe Men thought it as difficult 
a Problem, as to ſquare the Circle. But to a Man 
of your Abilities nothing is. difficult; you can ſche 
the Doubt in three Words. 

You undertake it, (p. 307.) telling me, that the 
Principle of Tndividuation is a ſelf - evident Thing. 10 
'Thole only, I preſume, who have not Sagacity enough 
to fee where the Difficulty lies: To ſuch all Thing 
arc caſy, as all Colours are alike to Men in the wh 

| e 


Qu. IN. 
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(Cr. | 


Let us have this Solution. *Tis That, by which any one 
Thing, ve it ſample or complex, is That one Thing which it 


js, aud not another. That is to ſay, it is That, by which 
auy Thing is an individual. And, pray, what is 
That? Are we not juſt where we were? It any ſhould 
ack you what is the Cauſe of the Motion of the 
Heart; you would tell them, I ſuppoſe, it is Thar, by 
which the Heart is made to beat: Or, if you are ask'd 


the Cauſe of the Tide; it is That, by which the Waters 


are made to ebb and flow, Who would be the wiſer 
for ſuch Diſcoveries? You have not told me what makes 
an Individual; but you have ſignificd, in other Words, 
what is meant by the Phraſe, principle of Individuatiou; 
which 1 knew very well beſore. 

Having laid your Foundation, ſuch as it is, you pro- 
ceed to build upon it. 75 Beings, you ſay, may be 
oe complex Being, but They cannot Either of them be 
That one Being which This is. Two Subſtances may 
be one complex Subſtance, but They cannot Euher of then 
be That one Subſtance which This is, Wonderful edi- 
fying! But the great Defect is (and it is ſtrange you 
ſhould not perceive it) that we do not yet know 
what we are to call Oze Being, or To Beings; Onc 
Subſtance or too Subſtances: If That were iwttled , 
Any Child could go on. We muit therefore ſtop 
your Courſe a little, and bring you back again to the 
Place where you ſet out. To convince you of your 
being mightily out of the way, let me put a Calc 
to you. Upon Dr. Clarke's Principles, of the di- 
vine Subſtance being extended, I deſire to know whe- 
ther This Subſtance which fills the Earth, be One 
with That Subſtance which fills Heaven: This is 
bringing your Doctrine of Individuals to the Teſt , 
in order to ſee of what ſervice it may be to 
us. By your Principles, ſo far as I yet perceive, This 
Subſtance, and That Subſtance muſt be two ſemple 
Subſtances, and one complex Subſtance. I wondered 


* 


indeed why you choſe the Word Complex, rather 


than Compound; which ſignifies the ſame. But now 
| . n I re- 
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I recolle& that Dr. Clarke had declared * aging | 


God's being a compound Subſtance. He may þ, 


complex, however, upon your Hypotheſis: And þ, | 
if we muſt have a complex Deity, it may as wel 


be with a Trinity of divine Perions, as without. Cl 


your own Schemes, and you clear ours at the {any | 


Time. 


ritual, and there be no diſanion, then the Subllancy 1; 
One, one ſimple Subſtance, I approve of his No. 
tion as very juſt: And fince the Three divine Po 
{ons are ſuppoſed by us to be all {piritual, anc uin 
as much as poſſible, more cloſely indeed (being e. 
qually ommpreſent ) than you ſuppoſe the Paris of the 
divine Subſjance to be: I fay, fince theſe Thing 
are io; the Three Perſons may be one individual dub. 
ſtance, upon the Doctor's Principles, one /imple, and 
uncompounmded Subſtance; which is what we alſat: 
And if the Subſtance be individual, the Autribz;, 
we hope, may be ſo too: And then all is right. You 
are uſed to pay a Deference to the learned Doctor's 
Judgment, in other Matters; do ſo in This: Or i 
you are reſolved to debate the Point, diſpute it ful! 
with Him: He may, probably, give you good © 
tis faction, and ſave me any farther Trouble. 

You are diſpleaſcd with me, (p. 309.) for men. 
tioning Parts of the divine Subſtance. But let you 
Diſpleaſure fall where it ought, upon the came 
Doctor; who having ſubjected the divine Subſtanc 


* Dr. Clarke's Anſwer to the „th Letter, p. 4. His Words art. 

The mcaning of Parts is ſeparable, compounded, ununited 
Parts, ſuch as the Parts of Matter; which for That Reaion 1s 
always a compound, not a ſimple Subſtance. No Matter is 0 
* Subftarce, but 2 Heap of Subſtances, And That I take to be te 
* Reatonwhy it is a Subject incapable of Thought. Not becauic 
it is extended; but becauſe its Parts are diſtinct Subſtances, ut 
united, and independent on each other: Which, I ſuppolc, 
** not the Cale of other Subſtances, 


vw 


Dr. Clarke's Notion of individual Subſtance appears 
plainly to be This; That if the Subſtance be but h. 


FOE In exe Siu wy ye Äes We . TAL ü - . — — Af A =o * 


Paris; which J charge you not with. You a5 in- 
dced, that initead of Parts, T ſhould have ſai 
' til Arr henjions of its omnipreſence. But, I beſeech 
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to Extenſon, has neceſſarily introduced Parts ; there 
being no Extenſion where there are not Parts. Be- 
* Gdes that the Doctor has expreiily admitted Paris; 


provided only They be not ſeparable, compornded 
par- 


bet me not off with Words; nor with ſuch 


4 


Ant wers that you would not your ſelf admit in Ano- 
ther Caſe. I am talking of the divine Subſtance, 


which is not made up of Apprehenſions, but of ſome- 
what real, which (upon your, and the Doctor's H- 
potheſſs ) muſt be called extended Parts, You would 
laugh at us, if we ſhould tell you that the Three 
Perſons are three partial Apprehenſions, when you ask 
us what They are; whether Beings, or not Beings. 
Do not theretore pur us off with empty Sounds; 
when we ask you the like Queſtions about the Parts 
of the divine Subſtance; whether Beings, or one Be- 
ing; and if one Being, whether one i7dividual 
Being; and if ſo, whether ſimple, or complex. By 
That Time you have furniſhed out proper An- 
ſwers to Theſe Queſtions, all that you have objected 
about individual, will drop and dwindle into no- 
thing. And it will be great fatis{aftion to us to ob- 


ſerve, how handſomely you can plead on the oppoſite 


' fide; and how ingeniouſly you can unravel your 
own Sophiſtry. You may at length, perhaps, be 


ſenſible, that all the Difficulties you have raiſed about 
Individual, Numerical, Speciſich, &c. reſolve only in- 
to This; that we know not preciſely, in all Caſes, 


what to call Individual, or Numerical, or Specifick. 


You have a very diſtinct Notion (in your way of 
thinking) of any Two Parts of the divine Subſtance : 
And yet you know not whether it be proper to ſay, 
that This Part 1s Individually and Numerically the 
ſame Subſtance with the other Part. You would 
be as much puzzled about Specifick; tince you would 
hardly think it lufficient to ſay, that They are ſpecr- 

| tically 
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fically one and the ſame Subſtance. Learn thereſq, 
from hence, to diſtinguiſh between Difficulties 14, 


ing to Things, and Difficulties about Names only, 
You attempt to anſwer what I had urged in ny 


Defenſe, p. 294. where 1 had on againſt the fam; 
zer Attributes being 
ſuppoſed to reſide in infinitely diſtant Parts, 1 


Wiſdom, Goodneſs, or any ot 


thought no Maxim clearer than This, that Atti. 
butes of any Subject reach not beyond their Subjed 


And therefore whatever Attribute is in This 5. | 
ſtance, can not be alſo in That Subſtance ; unleſs Th 
Subſtance be That Subſtance. I did not urge thi | 


Things as being of any real weight in Themſchus; 
but only as having the very ſame Weight as you 
Objections againſt the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Triziy 
have, or ought to have: And I was to convine 
you of the Follv of wading beyond your Deptl 
You have anſwers, ſuch as They are, ready for 
every Thing; either to ſhow that you know mor, 
or elſe know leſs than wiſe Men do: For, it 1s one 
Degree of Knowledge to be ſenſible of onc's Tenc- 
rance. You tell me, that the {ame individual 1 
ment of Time is every where, and the ſame indiviaui 
Truth is every where. Admitting This, why tha 
may not the ſame individual Wiſdom , Power , &, 
be in Three Perſons? But, if I thould ask you t 
give me any diſtinct Notion of the ſame inaiviau! 
Aoment, or the ſame individual Truth being evay 
where; poſſibly, you might be ſtrangely confounc 
cd. Is This Moment, or This Truth, Subſtance « 
Attribute? It Attribute, what is the Subject of it! 
If the divine Subſtance be the Subject, how can the{: 
Truths, and thele Moments relide in an extended 
Subject, without being coexrended% And how ca 
the Attributes of one part be the Attributes of ano 
ther part, any more than the Extenſion of ons is the 
Extenſion of Another? However, ſince you hav: 
been pleaſed to admit that This individual 77h, and 


That individual Moment are entirely in the whole, ant 


entirch 
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entirely in every part of the Univerſe; we ſhall want 
a good Reaſon why the ſame indiviaual Arrribaes 
may not be entirely in the whole Trinity, and entirely 
in every Perſon of it, But you'll ſay, that you ſuppoſe 
the Attributes common, and not communicated: And 


* ſo there will be a Difference between your 7lyporhx/s 
and ours. But, as the main Difficulty lics in con- 


ceiving the ſame Attributes to be entirely in the 


wole, and entire in every Perſon; This being hap- 
pily got over, the other will create no Difficulty. 


it is as eaſy to conceive the ſame Thing common 
in This manner, as common in That manner: For 
there is no other Difference but in the anner, be- 


' tween common, and communicated, Having thus die 


atched the main Point, relating to the Principle of 
Individuation, ( which ſtands juſt where it did) you 
will not expect any farther Anſwer to ſuch Objecti- 
ons as turn only upon the uncertain meaning of Ja- 
dividual. 

I freely own my Ignorance, that T am not yet 
got beyond the common School- definition: Jad. vi- 
dua ſunt que dividi non poſſunt in plura ejuſclem no- 
minis, & naturæ ſingularis. Individual is ſomething 
undivided, in ſuch reſpect as it is conccived to be 
one: And one is ſomething ſinegle, and not multiple, 
in that reſpect wherein it is conceived to be on. I 
pretend not to make any Man wiſer by ſuch an Ac- 
count as This: But it is proper to confeſs our A- 


norance Where we know nothing. This, however, I 


pretend to be certain of, that every individual is, up- 


on your Principles, made up of Paris; and that all 
Oneneſs, or Sameneſs, is by union of Parts: Otherwiſe 
there is nothing in the World that you can call oe 


Subſtance, or ſame Subſtance at all. Now, if Union 


makes Oneneſs , or Sameneſs , you will be extremely 
prized to find out any Union cloſer, or ttronger, or 
higher than That Union which we conceive to be 
among the Three Perſons. Why then may They 
not be one individual Subſtance , Being, God ? on: 

r t He 
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Qu. 1X, 


the ame individual Subſtance, Being, God? I lik, 
what St. Bernard * has ſaid of this Matter; and leave 
you to confute it when you are able. 

I may here take ſome Notice of the Author of 
the Appeal to a Turk, &c. who thinks it ſtrange ve 
ſhould pretend to know that Three Perſons are «wy 
Being, when, by our own Confeſſion, we know 12 
preciſely what makes one Being, nor can fix upon any 
certain Principle of Individuation, p. 54. Now, as to 
the Fact, that Three Perſons are one Ged, or on 
Being; we pretend to know it from Scripture: But a 
to the manner how They are united, we know it not at 
all, I ſuppoſe, we may know that Soul and Body are 
ſo united as to make one Man; tho' we underſtand 
not the Nature of the Union: or that the Parts cf 
Matter cohcre , tho' we underſtand not the A anner, 
or Cauſe of their Coleov, And if we are puzzid 
in accounting for the Tzion of Things fo jamilir 
to us, and ſuited to our Capacities; what wonder 
is it if our 1 houghts are Joſt in accounting for the 
divine Tien of the tremendous Dit)? It is ons 
Thing to krow that Three Perſons are one Ce 
and ler to know what makes them one, If the Au- 
thor's ieee lies only againſt calling the Perſon 
One , not being ſcriptural; we ſliall be con- 
tent it He admits Them to be one God, or cone Jlo. 
vah, which is cvidenily Scripture - Doctrine. His rea- 
ſoning, p. 56. is oi the ſame ſize for Acuteneſs, and he- 
netration, wich wat He has, p. 54. If we have no 
Idea of the menner Hou Iwo may be one, He Will 
infer, that 2 {ave no Idea cher of Two Perſons, 0 
of ene Cod. That is to ſay, if we have no dia di 
the manner Yow Soul and Body make one Man; Vt 


* later omnia quæ recte unum dicuntur, arcem tenet Unitas 
Trinitaris; qua Per lone tres una ſubſtantia ſunt: ſecundo cc. 
ile Precellit, qua, e converſo, Tres ſubſtantiæ una in Chriſio Pet. 
iona junt- BPeruard, de Conf. l. 5. c. 8. 
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have no Idea of Soul, or Body, or of one Man. Now, 
the Caſe is This; we have an Idca of the Perſ9a5 us 


nited, and we underſtand that They are oze, having a 


confuſe, general Idea of Uniti): But as to the incer— 


nal Cauſe, or particular Manner of the Union; we have 


no Idea of it. What is there ſtrange, or ſurprizing 
in This; unleſs it be ſtrange for ignorant Creatures 
to know only in part, and to be able to underſtand 
ſomething without knowing every Thing? But to 
return to you. 

I ſhall now look back, to ſee if there be any inci» 


dental Paſſages, under This Query, deſerving Notice. 


deed. 


Page 303» I find you endeavouging to prop up the 
Doctor's Aphoriſm, That Neceſſary Agents are ng 
Agents, and Neceſſary Cauſes, no Cauſes. This is alfo 
Strife about Words; in which the Cauſe is nothing 
concerned. For, admitting all you would have, it 
comes to This only; that the Antients have im- 
properly called the Father an Aleut, or Cauſe, 1n re- 
ſpect of the Generation: The Doctrine will ſtand 
exactly as before, only in other Terms. And you mult 
not pretend to che the Senſe of the Avntients in 
reſpect of the Words At, or Cause; and till appeal 
to their Expreſlions as countenoncing your Novel 
Notions : That will be affronting the Readers in- 
But ler us enquire a little into This New 
Philoſophy. I asked, whether an intinitely active 
Being can ever ceaſe to Act? To which you anſwer 
not a Word. I asked, whether God's loving Himſelf 
( which is loving every Thing that is good, and 
which general Love, or natural Propenſity, ſeems 
to be the prime Mover in all the divine Acts) be not 
acting? To which you reply nothing. I believe, 
we are almoſt out of our Depth here, and might 
more modeſtly leave the divine Afts to that divine 
Being who alone underſtands the Nature of Them, 
But ſince you pretend to be wiſe in ſuch high Things, 
may pur a few Queſtions to you concerning Them. 
You lay, Tye eſſence of Action is exerting of Payer 
Moy S443 an 
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and the Mill is the Original of all exerting of Power, 
Well, let Action be exerting of Power: Does God 
never waiarally, or neceſſarily, exert any Power? 
Who can be wite enough to know theſe Things? 
But, the Vit the Original: And is not the % 
it ſelf determined by eflential Wiſdom , Goodnc(s, 
and Truth? And why 1s not That as much the 0. 
Yiginal which determines, as That which is dc. 
mincd? How 1s it that God cannot but will good, 
cannot but will happineſs: as, on the other fd 
he cannot but will evil, cannot but zill unhappi— 
nes? Are approving, and diſapproving, the fame with 
knowing good and evil? Or does He not rather az 
pred, and diſapprove, becauſe He knows Why? How 
Hard a Thing then is it to diſtinguiſh between what 
ſhall be called Alls, or Aclions, and what not? You 
have diſcarded all that in common Speech pall:s 
under the Name of Aclion. Walking, riding, nin 
ning, are no Acts: They are bodily AMcotions follow. 
ing the impulſcs of ſomething elle that moves and 
actuates. Human As muſt be confined to wat 13 
inviſible, to what Paſſes in the dark Receſſes of ur 
Minds. And here our Hleas are very defective 2nd 
obicurez and our Language almoſt all proper, and 
metaphorical ; taken from bodily Motions, which are 
no Acts. We may divide the Powers, or Facul- 
tics of the Mind into perceptive, and active: And we 
may call the latter by the Name of Jill. But ſtil 
what is That perpetual Activity of the Mind, that 
gencral perſuit of Happincſs, and avoidance of Mi 
ry, which is not merely perceptive, and yet is u. 
ceſſary, and nat oidable? Tr will be faid , perhaps, 
that it is #atural. reſulting from our Nature; that 
is, from God, who gave us our Nature: And ſo 
herein we att not, but are acted upon. Be it ſo; 
let us next go higher, to the firſt Cauſe of all Things: 
Are there no natural and neceſſary Propenſities T 1%, 
ro natural or neceſſary Averſions; in a word, no Wit 
gs, and Nillings, which are as neceſſary as it 15 te 
py BF | | exit 
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int vet they are Alg, internal Acts; and the 


round of all external: Or elſe we know not what 


Als are. But enough of This Matter, which, as 1 
' before obſerved, is entirely foreign to the Cauſe. 


You object, that the Father is not are, (as 
Baſil ſtiles Him) if, the Son neceſſarily coexiſts with 
Him. But He is ain ., notwithſtanding, in Baſl's 
Senſe of aim@», in the antient Senſe of ain@», 


' when neceſſary Cauſes were ſtiled Cauſes: And can 


any Thing be more ridiculous than to plead artient 
Pliraſes, and not to take them in their antient Senſe? 
Could not I, in This way, quote Dr. Clarke, Mr. 
Muſton, Mr. Emlyn, (and indeed whom not ?) as 
being perfectly in my Sentiments; let me but put 
a Senſe upon their Words, as I pleaſe, however con- 
trary to the known, certain Senſe of the Author's 2 
Was there ever a wilder Method of ſupporting an 
Hypotheſis 

You have ſomething, p. 305, which is reaſonably 
put, and deſerves, Conſideration. 1 had preſſed you 
with inſuperable Difficulties relating to the Omnipre- 
ſence, and other undoubted Truths. To which you 
reply, that the Omnipreſence is a Truth demon- 
ſtrated by Reaſon, and affirmed in Scripture ; Which 
our Doctrine is not, at leaſt not ſo certainly: That 
therefore tho* the Difficulties be equal, Here and 
There, yet the poſitive Evidence is not. You'll forgive 
me, for putting your Argument ſomewhat clearcr, and 
ſtronger than you had done. Now, to This I auſwer, 
that our poſitive Evidence from Scripture is very great 
and full; as hath been often ſhewn. I will here men- 
tion but one Argument of it, viz. That you have not 
been able to elude our Proof of the Sox's Divinity, with- 
out cluding, at the ſame Time, every Proof of the Fa- 
ther's Diviaity alſo ; as 1 have ſhown abovt *. Is not 
This a very ſenſible, and a very affecting Demonitration 


of the Strength of our Script#re-Progfs? You add far- 


* Pap. 251, 252. . 
| ther, 
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ther, that our Doctrine is impoſſible to be underſtoud. 
A groundleſs Calumny, which I confuted at large“. 
Is Omnipreſence impoſſible to be underſtood, which 

ou ſay can be demonſtrated? or is our Doctrine more 
hard to be conceived than That is? But you pre. 
tend an inſuperable Difficulty in our Scheme, that it 
makes more ſupreme Gods than one: Which is ang- 
ther Calumny as groundleſs as the former. You a, 
are not two ſupreme Gods, tho* undivided, two ju- 
preme Gods? Yes certainly; but two ſupreme Per. 
ſons, that is Two equally ſupreme in Nature, (tho 
not in Order) and undivided in Subſtance, are not 
Tivo Gods, but One God. You add, that making cn 
Subſtance is not the fame Thing with making 6: 
God: To which it is ſufficient to ſay, How do you 
know? Or how came you to be wiſer, in this par- 
ticular, than all the Chriſtian Churches early, and 
late? The Heathens, you tell me, did not pretend 
that their ſubordinate Deities, tho' Conſubſtantial, were 
equally ſapreme. They were therefore the more ſily 
in ſuppoling them Conſubſtaintial, and not Supreme ; 
that is, of the Same Mature, and yet of a dieren 
Nature. But the Heathens were tarther wrong in 
making more Deities than one, ſupreme and inſcrior: 
Wherein you copy after Them, adopting their Poj- 
theiſm, and pazanizing Chriſtianity as Dr. Cadworth ex- 
preſſes it. 

You accuſe me (p. 311.) as preſumptuouſiy calling 
my Doctrine, the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, in Op- 
poſition to yours. But why will you give your set 


theſe affected Airs? Great Preſumption, indeed, to be- 


lieve that the Catholic“ Church has kept the true 
Faith, while Eunomiaus, and Arians made Shipwreck 
of it. But it is high Preſumption in a few private 
Men to revive old Hereſies, and to talk as confidently 
of them, as if they had never been confured. A mo- 
deſt Man would be apt to diſtruſt his own Judgment, 


* Defenſe, Quer. xxi. p. 308, ec. 
| when 
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when it runs counter to ſo- many eminent Lights of 
the Chriſtian Church, and has been ſo often con- 
demned by the wiſer and better Part of the Chriſtian 
World. A becoming Deference would appear well 
in a Caſe of this Nature: Nor do I know any 
Thing ſhort of I»fallibility that can either warrant, or 
excuſe this big way of talking which you affect to 
appear in. A, 
You intimate (p. 311.) that it is not Reaſon, but 
Scripture you appeal to; and that you will here jor: Iſſue 
with me, apart from Metapinſical Hypotheſes. Agreed : 
Diſcharge then your MAetaphy/icks for the future 
let us hear no more of Self- exiſtence, to divide the 
Father from the Son, when Scripture tells us They 
are One. Let us no more be told, that Begerting is 
an AF, and every Act is of the Mil: This is all 
metaphyſical. Wave all farther Diſcourſe about /pe- 
cifich,, and individual, and intelligent Agent, and the 
Ike, to hinder plain Chriſtians from ſeeing that 
Scripture makes no more Gods but one; never ſup- 
poſes the Son another God, nor admits Father and Son 
to be two Gods. Drop your Pretences about Subor- 
dinition of Offices, as im lying diſtinct Authorities, 
urequal Power, Independence on one Hand, Sub jectian 
on the other: Such Rea itngs are metaphy/ical, Let 
| us hear no more, that Three ine Perſons muſt be 
o i {| hrce Perſonal Gods, Three Beings, Three Subſtances ;; 
b and that there can be no Unity of Godhead, but 1- 
lt dentical per ſonal Unity, confined to one Perſon ſolely: 
mi Theſe are HMetaphyjichs ; deep, profound Metaply- 


ue c. Tell us no more that Derived and underived 
ck Powers cannot be the ſame Powers, nor any Eua- 
ate lin ſtand with the diſtin Relations or Off:es of a 
ly i Father and a Son. Give up your famed Dilemma 


2 the Unity, that cach Perſon muſt be either 
the ſame, hole, identical Subſtance, or clic an Homo- 


geneous undivided Part of That Subſtance : And your 
other Dilemma, That the Perſons mult either have 
EE OS Eee ITE the 
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the ſame identical Life, or diſtinct identical Lives; neither 
of which (you imagine) can ſtand with our Prin- 
ciples. Theſe are abſtract meraphy/ical Speculation; 
ſuch as never diſturbed the Churches of Chriſt, til! 
many Years after They had profeſſed their Faith in, 
and paid their Horſhip to, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
as ? + one true God. Wave theſe Things tor the 
future, and we ſhall readily join Iſſue with you upon 
Scripture alone; and ſhall then believe that you mean 
what you ſay, when you hereafter plead for the laying 
aſide of Meraphyſicks. We deſire no Metaphy ſicks but 
in our own neceſſary Self-defenſe: If you begin in 
that Way, We muſt alſo enter the Liſts in the 
fame Way, and oppoſe falſe Metaphyſicks with true; 
to ſhow the World your Wandrings, and your In- 
conſiſtencies, even in what you mol rely upon, and 
(tho* you will not own it) almoſt ſolely truſt to. 


QUERY 


QUERY . 


whether, if they (the Attributes belonging to 
the Son) be not individually the ſame, they 
can be any thing more than faint Reſemblances 
of them, aiffering from them as Finite from 
Infinite; and then in what Senſe, or with what 
Truth can the Doctor pretend that all divine 
Powers, except abſolute Supremacy and in- 
dependency, are communicated to the Sou? 
And whether every Being, beſides the one Supreme 
Being, muſt not neceſſarily be a Creature aid 
Finite; and whether all divine Powers can 
be communicated to a Creature, Infinite Perfe- 
ction to a Finite Being? 


Find nothing in your farther Reply (which is no 
Reply) to This Query, but what I have fully ob- 
viated in my Defenſe, and now in my Anſwer to the 
other Queries above. All that the Reader can learn 
ſrom what you have here ſaid, is, that if the Queſ- 
tion be, what it is not, viz. Whether the Son be the 
Father; you have ſomething to plead for the Neza- 
tive: bur if it be, as it really is, Whether the Son be 
4 Creature and finite; you have nothing to ay to it. 
The Evidence is fo full and ſtrong avainit you, that 
you dare not ſubmit it to a fair Hearing. Allow you 
but to wrap your ſelf vp in ambiouors Terms, Srpre- 
macy, Self-exiſtence, Individual, & c. and you are W:l- 
ling to hold on a frivolous and tedious Diſpute of 
no Benefit to the Readers: But bring you down to 
plan Senſe, and fixed Terms; then you draw off, 
and take your Leave. A Condu t {uitalle to ſuch a 
Cauſe, but very unworthy of the Hands ingaged in it. 
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QUERY XI. 


thether if the Doctor means ly divine Power, 
Powers given by God (in the ſame Senſe a 
Angelical Powers are divine Powers) only in 
higher Degree than are given to other Beings; 
it be not equivecating, and ſaying nothing. 
Nothing that can come up to the Senſe of thiſc 
Texts before cited, or to theſe following ? 


Applied to the one God. 


Thou, even Thou, art 
Lord alone ; Thou haſt made 
Heaven, the Heaven of Hea- 
dens with all their Hoſt, the 
Earth and all Things that 
are therein, &c. Nch. ix. 
6. 
In the beginning, Cod 
created the Heavens aud the 


| 


| To God the Son, 


All Things were mai by 
Him, John i. 3. By Hin 
were all Things created; Ht 
is before all Things, and by 
Him all Things conſiſt, Coll, 
i. 16, 17. 

Thou, Lord, in the Begins 
ning, haſt laid the Founaatis 
an of the Earth; and the Hea- 


Earth, Gen. 1. I. 
| 


ens are the Works of thy 
Hanas, Heb. 1. 10. 


HF Queſtions here were, what Dr. Clare 
meant by Divine Powers, and whether his 


NMcaning comes up to the Texts here cited. 


I am 


now told, that the Divine Powers of the Son are mt 
only in a higher Degree than Augelical Powers, but totally 


of a different kind : 


For (let us obſerve the Reaſon) 


to te Son is committed all Judgimcut p. 316. Well 
then, the Son's Divine Powers are at laſt dwindled 
into his Offices given Him by God; thereſore Pit 


moſt 


Qu. N 
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[A certainly. This is the Divinity of God the 


Son, which you ſtand up ſo zealouſly for in your 
Preface 3 and for the Sake of which you are fo 
highly affronted to be thought Oppoſers of Chriſt's 


Divinity. But let us go on. 1 inſiſt upon the Son's 


having Creative Powers, according to the Texts cited, 
and as I have proved more at large in my Sermons, 
You have little to reply, but that derived and unde- 


| rived are not the ſame: Whereas they are the fame, 


becauſe they deſcend from one to the other: 
Were they both underived, They could not (at leaſt 
according to the Autients) have been the fame, 
Derived and underived may be the ſame Subſtance, as 
well as greater and leſs, containing and contained 
may be the ſame Subſtazce: Which you are forced 
to allow in your Hypotheſis of the extended Parts of 


the ſame Subſtance. And why muſt you be perpe- 


tually quibbling upon the different Senſes, or kinds 
of Sameneſs, and uſing Arguments againft us, which 
inevitably recoil uppon your ſelves * Do but keep 
to that ſtrict Senſe of Samene which you are 
uſing againſt us, in the Argument about derived and 
underived; and I'll demonſtrate to you, upon your 
own Principles, as before hinted, that there is no 
ſuch Thing as Oxe and the Same Subſtance in the 
World. | 

In anſwer to hard Arguments, in this Query, 
you return me hard Names. Heaps of Contra- 
aittions, not treating the Argument ſeriouſly; in ſhort, 
any thing that firſt came into your Head, being 
at a Loſs for an Avſwer, and reſolved not to be 
intirely filent, You are cavilling at the Account 
I gave of the Antients, as aſſigning to three Perſons 
their ſeveral Parts and Provinces in the Work of 
Creation. I obſerved what Meaning they had in it*, 
and that their Words are not to he ſtrictly and ri— 
goroully interpreted. Have you a Syllable to object 


* Defenſe, p. 184, 185. 
1 to 


4 ; 


: „ — — © % 
— mm op - S- 


340 'A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. II. 


to the Truth of this Report? not a Word: Ihe 
Thing i» roo plain and evident to be gain. {qig, 
The Truth is, if the Autients are to be interpreted 
rigorouſly, the Father is not properly Creator at al, 
but the Son only; for He is repreſented as dan, 
and cxecuting, The Father as iſſuing out Orig; 
Culy. But who can entertain ſo abſurd a Tho 


uzht 
; f use; 
as that the Father did not work in the Creation 3; 


much as the Son? Again, the Father is repreſent- 
ed as ſtanding in need * of the Aſſiſtance of thy 
don and Holy-ghoſt. How will this Suit with 
hat Supreme Diguity, that alune Self- ſufficiency, 
which you are contending for? If you interpret T his 
rigorouſly, it mult be as great a leſſening to the Fs. 
ther as you pretend the executing of another's Order; 
is to the Son. It is plain therefore, that Theſe dy- 


ings of the Aalicus were intended only to prese 
a more lively Senſe of the Diſtinction of Pcrfons; 
while they conſidered them all together as equal 


; May 
concern'd in the Creation, and equally working in 
it, Ycu object that no antient Writer ever fd 
that the Three Perſons created in Concert, p. 299. Bui 


what did the Anticuts F mean then, by underſtanding 


* N He ,j thus 6 F865 Werner Au- æeider WE, Aeg 
Kr ci et wit x 011 νt⅛ailͤ. G 2 * mw Epnrs TOO) £3, WN 
3 Ti ERUTS AU, 7 77 cc GPa, Theoph. Antioch. p. 14. 

Nec enim indigevat Horum Deus ad faciendum quæ ipic apud 
ſe prædefinierat fieri, quaſi ipſe ſuas non haberet manus. Ifen. 
p. 253. 

Si neceſſaria eſt Deo materia ad opera Mundi ut Hermogenes 
exiſtimavit; habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem——Sopl:im 
uam ſcilicet Materiam materiarum quali Deus potuit e- 
Cuiſſe, ſui magis quam alieni egens. Tertul. contr. Hermog. c. 18. 

+ Barn. Ep. c. 5. 6. 4 

Jerm, Paſt. Sim. F. | 
Tuſtin. Mart. Dial. p. 185. 
lrenæus p. 220, 295. 

Theoph. Antioch. 114. 
Origen. contr. Celſ. p. 63. 257. 
Synod. Antioch. Labbe Tom. 1. 
P. 845. 


Sce Dr. Knight's firſt Sermon. 
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the Text of Geneſis , Let us make Man, of all the 
Three Perſons? And what did they mean by giving 


the Son the Title of ovuS8X@r * Connſellor to the 
Father, in that Work? How much does this come 
ſhort of what I faid ? Nor can you make any thing 


more of av}wTiz (a Word which rarely occurs) or of 
Aucloritas t, (which is uſed oftner) than the Pre-emi- 
nence of the Father as Father, his Priority of Order, 
Wen you wrote before, You were confident that the 
Son was not ſtiled TomTys Ta Aw: And this you 
noted, to confirm your Fiction, that the Father onl 

was efficient Cauſe, the Son inſtrumental. You have 
been fince convinced of your Error by plain Teſti- 
monies given you in great Numbers**F. But ſtill you 
go on in your Pretcnce abour efficient and inſtrumental, 


notwithſtanding 7 on, which you had before allowed 
to be expreſſive of the efficiezt Cauſe. Now the Defect 


v . e \ - s 
is, that the Son is not o T4715 : And neither is That 
true, for I cited Euſcbius for o TomTrs applied to 


God the Son. I have ſpoke of Nd. before, and fo 
here paſs it over. You are perſuading me that even 
Cyril of Feruſalem, whom I quoted in my Defenſe 
(p. 183.) is expreſsly againſt me. Ridiculous to any 
that know Cyril: You can mcan This only for ſuch 
as do not read. If there is Any thing to be ſufpeticd 
of Cyril, it is rather his excluding the Father from 
being Creator , than the Son from being efficient. 
But the late learned Benedictine Editor has ſufficiently 

Cleared up Cyril's Orthodoxy on That Head jj. I 


* Iren. p. 292. 
Cem. Alex. 769, 832. 
Tertullian. contr. Hermog. p. 18. 
Theoph. Antioch. p. 129. 
Hippolyt. Vol. 2. p. 13. 
5 Infinuatur nobis in Patre Auctoritas, in Filio Nativitas, in 


Spiritu Santo Patris Filiique Communitas, in Tribus ZEqualitass 
Auguſt. Serm. 11. 


* Defenſe p. 189. 
it Diſſert. 3. p. 139, Cc. 


1 


charged 


— — — — 
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charged * you with oppoling efficient to mini in 
Cauſe; either very unskiltully, or very unfairly. Non 
you would ſeem to come off by making the Fu, 


efficient, b way of Eminence. Why, then did you ng; | 


allow Both to be efficient, and leave the Eminence on. 
ly to the Father, that the Readers might underſtzy4 
you, and that T might fave my ſelf the Trouble ( 
diſputing That Point? Let but Both be equally c 


ficient, and as to the Eminence of Order in the Fi | 


ency (which is all you can make of it) I readily 2 
ſent to it. | 


You tell me of Origen's making the Father Te@n; 


9N.uvey0s, the firſt and principal Creator: As if 0. 
rigen admitted two Creators. Bur if you mcan not to d. 
ceive your Readers, you ſhould tell them, that Ori 


never uſes the Phraſe of Teams SH yuseyos, but whe: 
He is retorting upon his Adverſary Pagan Teſtim- 
nies in the Pagan Stylet ; as was proper to do. But 
when Origen ſpcaks in the Chriſlian Style, and is & 
livering his own Senſe; it is then rg Ws uU 
primarily Creator **, You have ſomething more t 
urge from Origen, that the Son was AUT 
£ramediate Morker in the Creation. Well then, I hop: 
the Son was efficient, and, by your Repreſentation, 
more properly ſo than the Father, who only gaz 
out Command. Are you ſenſible of what you ar 
doing? Or have you a mind, at length, thro' your 
great Zeal in attributing to the Father the Comma. 
ing Part only, to make Him properly 20 Crea 
at all? If you ſtrain the Expreſhons of the Amin 
to the utmoſt Rigour, That muſt be the Conſe 
quences Be content therefore to allow a prope: 
Latitude of Conſtruction, and a ſignificant Myltcy 
in Theſe Things. But I have abviated all you hate 


* Defenſ. 183, 
7 Origen. contr, Celſ. p. 308. 
** Origen, contr. Celſ. p. 317. 


7 


Qu. N. 1 | 


. 
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ſaid upon This Topick, about the Father's com- 
manding, elſe where v. You quote Euſebius again, 
his Demonſtratio Evangelica, which is of no Conſi- 
dcration with me at all. What if He ſtiles the Son 


e does He not ſtile Him Hg /f too, in 
the fame piece, tho* He contradicted it again after- 
wards? why muſt Ewſebins be thought to ſpeak the 
Senſe of the Antients, eſpecially in Things where He 


manifeſtly ran Counter to the antient Doctrine? You 


may ſee this very Notion of the Son's being 39% 
1 by the famous Synod of Antioch f long 
before Euſcbiu wrote. I value Euſebius in many 
Things; but not where He attempted to deprave 
and corrupt the Doctrine of his Catholick Predeceſ- 
ſors; — 1 to gratifie ſome Noveliſts, before He 
had well conſidered what He was doing. However, 
if any one has a Mind to ſee what mild Conſtructi- 
vn may be put upon That Expreſſion of Euſebius, He 
may conſult Bp. Bull and Dr. Cave *. For my 
own Part, I think, the beſt Defence ro be made for 
him is, that he ſeems to have grown wiſer afterwards. 
You charge Baſil with Weakneſs, for making Actius 


the Inventor ++ of the Diſtinction between var and Nia. 
But where was Baſl's Miſtake ? You fay, Origen, Eu- 
ſebius, and Philo inſiſt upon it. But Phile's is only 
general, without Application to This Caſe: And Ori- 
gen's and Euſebius's amount to no more than a Pre- 
eminence of the Father as ſuch. They do not carrv 
it to a Difference of Nature, as Actius did ( ; and you. 


* Sermons p. 72. 

+ Oro d as n, res O ie Frog, Os Ne inc i $107, 

> . 7 > | 7 
0! 8 rar hre Ae, EX W; gi CY ang, 51 @; i CAE LE 
E1T052'T YErrhonvToG wiv Ts TATE 71% bie Ws Can sv et, a0 
ing TOY, öS HYT% Toh ιννπ i H. 

** Bull. D. F. p. 256. Cav. Difl. 3. p. 66. 

T; Baſil. de Sp. Sancto p. 145, Cc. 

\ The Synodicon Vetus agrees with Baſil's Account of Azria, 

3p eαννjẽjAs Euguibi > Avrioxelag, tx raf arg ix fire 

0. &7 689 nu, d udαðαhαν Aryarr I» if , © 6! &, Tov bi Fe 
e bt * A⁰üLjỹçR, Synod. Vetus, ap. Fabric. B. Gr. Vol. 
n. P. 211, : 210 
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alſo do: Vou do it indeed under other Terms, by 


as plainly, while you deny the Ieceſſary - exten, 
of = Com, You will find none higher 2 Em. 


or Euſebius of Nicomedia, to countenance you in i 


There is nothing more that is material, under Tj; 


Query. 
You have not been able to take off the Force g 
what is urged from Scripture and Antiquity for t\ 


Son's creative Powers: And that creative Powers a2 


divine Powers, in quite another Senſe than the Doc 
and you uſe the Phraſe, in the equivocating way, wil 
be ſcen as We pals on. 


QUERY XII. 


Whether the Creator of all 7 hinges was not Him. 
ſelf uncreated; and therefore could nu le 15 
&4 ovTWy, made out of nothing? 


A to your complaint of my wording Thi 
Query , and my ſtiling Chriſt the Creator u 
all Things; I refer to my Sermons * where I have 
E the Thing, and to my Defenſe t where | 

ave ſhown that it is the Language of All Avriqui! 


to ſtile Him Creator, and not barely in your deceit - 


ul way, Him, by whom God Created all Things, while 
you inform us not what you mean by ir. You fiy, 
you affirm not ( nay, you blame thoſe that preſume u 
ajjirm } that the Son of God was Created, or that U 


* Sermon 2d and 3d. 
4 Deſeuſe, p. 187, &c. 
Ws 


- 
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was E68 BX dr, out of nothing. With what Sinceri- 


ty you ſay This, let the Reader judge from the Vine 
Arguments I produced in my Supplement, to ſhow that 


| you make the Son a Creature x. How you may equi- 


Locate, I know not: But I am ſure you dare not 


tell us diſtinctly, what you mean by ſiying, you 
blame thoſe that affirm that the Son is owt of nothing : 
It is either a mean Quibble, or ſomething worſe that 
you are aſhamed to own. You are pleaſed to give 


; up ſome Criticiſms of Dr. Clarke's in relation 


to a Paſſage of Origen which I had took notice of 
in my Defenſe +; ſo, That we have done with. Still 
you talk of Ten Thouſand Paſſages in Origen, as oppo- 
fire to my Sentiments. When you were in the way 
of Romancing, (which has no certain Rule) you did 
well to take a large Number. I challenge you to 
produce a ſingle Pallage from any Piece ot his, that 
13 to be depended on, which either directly, or indi- 
rely makes the Son a Creature, That, you know, 
was the Point here in Queſtion. 

The Remainder of This Query is filled with all 
the worthleſs Trifles you could rake up from Sardirs, 


or others, to repreſent the Antients as making the 


Son a Creature. At the fame Time, becauſe vou 
know They have been anſwered, and that you can» 
not ſtand by Them, (yet having a ſtrong Propenſity 
to make uſe of them, for the deception of ignorant 
Readers) you produce them with this faint, and 
diſingenuous Cenſure upon them. 7 think that the 


Writers I have here cited were miſtaken in their iudg- 


ing about Conſequences, when They thus charged N 


Arianiſm the moſt learned and moſt emineut en hs 
Chriſtian Church ever had. permit me here, tor 
a While, io chuſe my ſelf a new Aver; one 
that hoxeſtly profeſſes his Belief of the Son's being a 
Greature, and has produced thoſæ very Pailages z 


5 Supplement, p. 20; &c. 
| Defenſe, p. 198, Kc. 
2 moſt 
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moſt of them, as favouring thoſe Sentiments; which 
He is not afraid, nor aſhamed (while maintaining, 25 
He believes, the Honour of the great God) to cil 
his own. After long and deliberate conſidering 1}; 
Queſtion of the Son's being a Creature or no Cr. 
ture, the Argument He mainly depends on & with te. 
ſpect to the Sentiments of the Antients, is This: 
The univerſal] Application of the Words in Pra. 
viii. 22. The Lord created me the Beginning of his Ways, 
&c. by the antient Chriſtians, to the Creation of 
Chriſt by God the Father. And indecd, hardly any 
thing can be brought out of the Antients, at all look. 
ing like it, but what is either the Application of, or 
alluſion to This Text. The Argument then is This, 
The Text in the Proverbs has x mor, according t9 
the Scvemy: The Fathers, knowing little or no H. 
krew, followed That rendring: s ſigni fies cu 
ted: Therefore the Fathers, in gencral, believed and 
taught that the Son is a Creature. The Argumcat 
would be irrefragable, if the Word £XMOt, 45 it 
might ſigniſy what is pretended, could be ſhown to 


- 


have been ſo underſtood by the Fathers. But it crear 
may ſigniſy pointed, or conſtituted (as in good Latin 
Authors, Conjrels, Captains, Magiſtrates are ſaid to be 
created, and we ſomctimes uſe the Word in Exzvli 
of Creating a Peer, or creating any Officer) and it my 
be certainly ſhown that ſome Fathers fo underſlocd i 
and no Proof can be given that Any of them underſtocd 
it otherwiſe; then there will appear ſuch a Flaw n 
the Argument, as the Wit of Man will not be «i 
to make up. Woe have it upon record, that Il 
very Point came to be conſidered about the midci? 
of the Third Century, by Dionyſus of Rome t, (with 
his Clergy) who fearing, upon the riſe of Savciliu- 
niſm, leſt ſome thould run into the oppoſite extreme 
of making the Son a Creature, ſirſt condemns all ſuch 


* See Mr. Wihiſton's Reply to Lord Nottingham, p. 28. 
+ Apud Athanaſ f. 232. 8 
Doctrine 


| 
4 
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Doctrine, as higheſt Blaſphemy, and next anſwers 


= 


* what had been urged by ſome from This Text, ex- 


preſſing Himſelf as follows: “And what need 1 fay 


* « more of theſe Things to you, Men full of the 
„ Holy-Ghoſt, and well knowing what Abſurditics 


« follow upon the ſuppolition of the Son's being a 
« Creature? To which the Leaders in That Opi- 
« nion ſeem to me not to have well attended, and 
« ſo they have very much erred from the Truth; 
« jnterpreting that place The Lord created me the Be- 
« pinning of his Ways, not according to the meaning of 


c the divine and ſacred Writ, For, as you know 


' . ,/ 
&« £47108 is a Word of more Senſcs than one, exmor 


« created, here ſtands for emzquoe appointed, over 
« the Works (God) had made by the Son Himſelf. 


« The Word ext is not here to be underſtood to 
» . 2 \ 
ce he the ſame as eee: for TONGA and x75 are 


« very different”. Here we find how That Text 


was underſtood by the molt conſiderable Nicn of the 
Church about the Year 259. 

And let it not here be objecicd, that the piece is of 
doubtful Credit, becauſe extant only in Arhanaſins : 
For no body that knows any thing of Athauaſius, 
and is not {trangely bigotred to an Hypathe/is, can 
ſulpe&t any foul play in This Matter. It is the leſs 
to be ſuſpected here, becauſe, as I ſhall ſhow pre- 
fently, Athanaſius did not intirely approve of this 
Conſtruction of Dionyſius, and would certainly never 
have forged an Interpretation different from his 
. Beſides, it is obſervable that Euſebius, in his 
tamous Piece againſt Marcellus, interprets That Text 
in the very ſame manner as Diompſius had done; defen- 
ding it at large * by ſeveral parallel Places of Scripture. 


He interprets #xmot by x4T&T%&w , and XKATEGYOW , 
pointed, or conſtituted. So that we have very great 
reaſon to believe that This was the prevailing and 


* Euſeh. contr. Marcell. p. 250, 151. 


XX 2 curren. 


Fl 
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current Conſtruction of Prov. viii. 22. in the Aue. 
gicene Church. What confirms it is, that They al 


underſtood a in the Aclive Senſe, for lead or 
Principle, juſt as Dionyſius and Euſebius do: And 9 
the Senſe is, that /e Father appointed the Son Head 
over all his Works. 


That this was the Senſe of agyy all along, may 
be proved * from Tuſtin, Theophilus, Tatian , Clemeni, 
Origen, and Methodius, to name no more: Which 
Conſideration is alone ſufficient in the Caſe, when 
there is no poſitive Proof on the other fide. Only 1 
muſt add farther, that clear and ſtrong Paſſages may 
be brought, from the Fathers in general, to prove 
that they believed the Son to be àncreated. Sceing 
then that This Text may bear ſuch a Senſe as has 
been mentioned; ſeeing it was certainly fo interpret. 
ed by ſome, and no reafon appears for Mr. Jhiſtor's 


Interpretation at all; but the Senſe of LCXM, as un- 
derſtood by the Antients, is intirely againſt Him, 2 
alſo many clear Teſtimonies of the Son's being un- 
created: Theſe Confiderations put together are e- 
nough to ſhow that there is no Force in the Argu- 
ment drawn from the Fathers following the LXX, 
and reading *xm0z in That Text. 

But I farther promiſed to give ſome Account of 
Athanajſ;us, in relation to This Text; becauſe Mr. 
I hiſten + has been pleaſed to fay ſome very hard, and 
indeed unjuſt Things of Him, in relation hereto. 
Athazaſins could not be at a loſs to know the mcan- 


ing of tuner, Which had been ſo well explained both 
by Diony/ias, and Euſebius. He therefore cloſed in with 
the common Interpretation, as ſignifying Appointed, or 
Conſtituted c. But then He underſtood the appointing to 
be to the Work of Redemption only, not the Work 


* See Bull, D. F. p. 210, 
+ Reply to Lord Nottingham, þ, 29, 
** Athanaf, Orat, 2. p. 513, 
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of Creation : At leaſt, He makes no mention of the 
htter. He ſeems to have been apprehenſive that the 
Notion of appointing to the Work of Creation 
nioht ſound too low: And indeed, many of the 
aan ſcrupled not to fay as much, ar leaſt, in 
4 Athanaſius thought the way of ſpcaking 
not ſo proper, his Notion being that the Father 
could no more create without the Son *, than ex- 
iſt without Him; Both being alike neceſſary: And 
therefore Appointing Was not o proper a Word for 
it. This Principle He lays down in the very ſame 
Oration, where He at large comments upon Prov. 
vii. 22. Neverthcleſs it may be ſaid, That this great 
Man might perhaps be too ſcrupulous in This Mats 
ter. Cyril f of TFeruſalen (whole Orthodoxy is un- 
queſtionable) ſcruples not to aſſign a Reaſon why the 
Son was appointed to create: And it has been uſual 
with all the Chriſtian Writers to repreſent all Of. 
res as deſcending from the Father to the Son, 
Athanaſius Himſelf allows that God the Son wrought 
in the Creation, upon the Father's iſſuing out his Fiat, 
or Command for it: As allo do ſeveral other Poſt-nicene 
Writers**, This in reality comes to the ſame Thing 


* Ob H, pon IN 40700 1 113%, Ta νν]jZ)õ r. xabari up 
1% 09; 79 4TAUY/ar pour TH TEVTHS QUTICH 3 vv Tel Wn AO - 
fare; Ox av T4 Pwriabein urw ug & ra mg ws di ago; © T4 eip- 
Yer Th ru, Y Naęls iron sch Tu, Athan, Orat. 2. p. 
498, 499. 

I Cyril. Hieroſ. Catech. 11. p. 160, 

„Herpes BeArdivro; v THT XATUTKEVZIN, 1 T Txrp3g 189m%T, 6 
Vic; Th raue tn wig y noe, iv 5 7 Ta mere * 4 Our aur ig 50149 
gd, d T&Aw 2 g uoαν Tay i digg ynmwarw, &c. 

Theodorit's Account of This Matter, appears to be as juſt, and 
accurate as Any. wy 

Our 0 TwTp gonbeleg dv l 10g xricet di vid, Nr. © 556 Bondi 
vun, xTCe da 2 */ 0G, dA iv iA Tav MY YOuerey Nux 
T%TQ%;, bed, xa dis mVWWmaT% M raue e. Dial. 4. adv. 
Macedon. P. 367. > x 

** Athanaſ. p. 216, 499. Hilarius, p. 325, 83% 840. 

: Balil. de Sp. S. c. 16, Greg. Nyſſ. Tom. J. P. 993. Tom. 
2 P. 454+ 5 N 
9 


350 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. X11 


with what others intended by appointing, or comſi. 
ing to the Work of Creation. | 
But here indeed Atlanaſius guards againſt the Ny. 
tion of the Son's being vTegy2s, an wnderworker, n 
the low Arian Senſe: For otherwiſe He adniits thy 
the Father wrought by, and in the Son. And 1 doite 
not but it was his Apprehenſion of the Arias nf. 
conſtruing the Appointing > which made Him ſo ſc, J 
ulous in rchation to Prov. viii. The Ex rf 70 
De when it is not abuſed, is very innocem; 
And ſome zcalous Arthanaſians * were not afiden F 
underitand Prov. viii. 22. of God the Son's being. ou 
pointed and conſtituted Creator, and Head over all te 55 
Works of God. Tauſtinus, That ſevere and rigid Ih tha 
@:oou/ran, of the Euſtathian Party, and Luciferian Sed, it) 
underſtands That Text of Chriſt, as being appoint: O! 
by tne Father the Head and Conductor of all |; ly 


Works, as well of Creation, as Redemption f. Le a 0 
This ſuffice to have ſhown the Senſe of Antiquiy yo 
upon That Text. = no 
Now I return to you, who are entertaining your 
Reader with a Collection of Scandal, and wich Dy 
you know to be ſuch, for the greateſt part ot 1: WI 
The Scandal is produced at length; and What ſal 
thould have becn, and has been pleaded to remqte b. 
and confutc it, is difingenuouſly kept out of ſigh: dc 
Only it is aid by you, ſufficienn Apologies bet Jo 
been mage for This or That Father, to ſhow that 0 
; fo 
Hoc Initium habeat Sapientia Dei, quod de Deo proceſſi 26 = FE 
creanda omnia tam Cricſtia quam Terreſtria, non quo cxpcri: elle 3 
in Deo, Creata eſt ergo Sapientia, imo genita; non ſibi qu T 
iemper erat, ſc] his quzx ab ea fieri oportebat. Hilar. Diaco% 
apud Ambroſ. p. 249. a pe 
ft Quod creata ett Sapientia, ad Myſterium vel rerum Crea. / 
larum, vel Humane D:ſpenſationis intellege: quam cum Dei S Vi 
pientia dignanter adiumit, creata dicitur. Fauſtin. contr. Aran. f. 
c. 6. p. 153. 
Sapientia cum Creatà dicitur, non ſubſtantia ejus quaſi quz non u 


hee 


erar, facts eſt: 4 ipſà exiſtens creata eſt Injtinm Viarum in 0 
ra eſus. Ibid, 


He 
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Ile was not indeed of Arins's Notions. But what 
hen? You pretend, that your Notions were not 
in's: So you would ſtill have your Reader ap- 
drehend that Thoſe Fathers might have been in your 
Notions; whereas Bp. Bull, in his Confutation of 
hoſe Scandals, (moſt of them Aliſreporis, and ſome 
of them malicious Tales and Lies) has effect ually 
revented their being really ſerviceable either to 
ins Cauſe, or Yours: Which in reality (however 
'-& you diſguiſe the Matter) are the very ſame. The 
"1 Concluſion you draw from this heap of Stuff, is pret- 


It; ty remarkable: It evidently ſhows, that thoſe anticut 
" Fathers had not entertained ſuch a confuſed Notion as 
= you are labouring to introduce of the Creator of all 


Things: Whereas it is evident, to a Demonſtration, 
4 that my confuſed Notion (as you unrighteouſly call 
„it) was the very Notion which all thoſe Fathers had: 
Or, if you think otherwiſe, why did you not diſtinct- 
11 ly ſhow where They contradict it, inſtead of producing 
5 a deal of Idle Tales, which, (tho' you would have 
J your Reader lay ſome Streſs on) you your ſelf dare 
not undertake to defend? 
ul Where is the Conſequence to be drawn from ſuch 
vl Premiſes? As let us fee, The Apeſtolical Conſtitutions, 
which are ſpurious and interpolated by ſome Arian, have 
6 ſaid ſomething ; Therefore exc. Melito is ſaid to 
| have wrote xrel X%Ti0EWs Net, which learned Men 
doubt of; and neither Nuſſinus nor Fereom would al- 
low; Therefore c. Clemens has been charged with 
{ome Things of which He was very innocent; T hcre- 
fore & c. Diomſius had Enemics that told Lies of 


_ Him, abuſed Him, and miſrepreſented his Words; 
N and ſome honeſt Men were deceived therchy; 
. Therefore c. Gregory likewiſe met with ſome that 


perverted his Words, (as many have perverted our 


vera other very Orthodox Men have been either 
| falſely charged, or wrongfully ſufpettcd : Therefore 
„ =ubtedly Dr, Maerland is miſtaken in fuppo- 


ling 


Aiicles, or Liturgy) Therefore &c. In ſhort, ſe- 
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ſing Them to have been Orthodox. I refer the R 
der to Bp. Bull, who has abundantly anſwered wh 
relates to theſe trifling Accuſations. Only, becu 
you ſeem to inſult and triumph the moſt, 1n reſpet i 
of Origen; I ſhall be at the Trouble of giving 4. 
Reader ſome Account of that great Man and his Wa. 
tings, and their hard Fate in the World. 

Origen was one that wrote much, and ſometime n f 
Haſte: And it might be no great wonder if ſome u.! 
cautious Things might ſometimes drop from Hin, 
or if his Writings, paſſing through ignorant or me. 
licious Hands, might be otherwiſe repreſented ta 
He intended, or wrote. He complained of ſuc dc 
Miſrepreſentatioris in his Life-time; and made a1 
Apology for Things of that Kind in a Letter to o © p 
Fabian, about the Year 248. The Doctrine & 
coeternal and conſubſtantial Trinity could be no ne 
Tt.ing ar That Time. It appears by the fame 
Caſe of Diomſius, but about Ten Years after, thx 
it was the ſettled Faith of the Church; and that the % 
generality , at leaſt, were extreamly jealous of 1h; 
Appearance of any thing that ſcemed to break i x 
udon it. Origen's Works however were {till in gat | 
Eſteem; and it does not appear that, for many Ye 
after his Death, they were ever charged witi Het 
rodoxy in That Article. Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Di- 
nyſius of Alexandria, whoſe Orthodoxy in that octiing 
has been abundantly vindicated by Bp. Ball, were gra: 
Admirers of the Man, and of his Writings, ee 
ains, about the Year 290, (a Man of orthodox Vit 
ciples) began to impugn ſome of Origen's Doctrine: 
but laid nothing to his Charge in relation to the 77 
zity. About the Year 308, He firſt began to hc 
Articles drawn up againſt Him; and among the fe- 
veral Charges, there were ſome upon That Iced. 
Pamphilus and Euſebius then undertook to apolog!:: 
for Him; not by juſtifying any thing that ſcemed to 
leſſen the Divinity of the Son or Holy - Ghoſt , bit 
by ſhowing from Origen's own Writings , ON H 
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Doctrine was on the fide of Chriſt's Divinity, and 
| .oainſt the Holy-Ghoſt's _ a Creature, This ap- 
pears from the Remains we. ave of That Apolo 5 
according to Ruffin's Tranſlation ; who profeſſes ſo- 
lemnly that He did not add a Syllable, but made a 
juſt and literal Tranſlation. So that tho' Rauffin's 
other Verſions, where He profeſſes to have taken a 
liberty, are the leſs to be depended on, This is of ano. 
ther kind, and way more ſecurely be confided in: 
From whence I would take notice by the way, that 
even Enſebins at this Time, before the Riſe of the 
Arian Controverſy, appears to have been very Ortho- 
' dox, I know there is an Object ion to be made out 
of Ferom : which the Reader may fee anſwered in 
Jp. Bull &. | 
Alfter Pamphilus, we find mention made of Ano- 
ther Apolopiſt t, a very orthodox Man himſelf, in 
eſpe of the Trinity, even in the Judgment of Pho- 
un; Who was uſed to judge too ſeverely ſometimes 
of the Anticnts, comparing their Expreſſions too ri- 
gidly with thoſe in uſe in his own Times. That 
Apologiſt acquits Origen as to any erroneous Doctrine 
in the Article of the Trizity: Only He allows that 
Origen's Zeal againſt Sabellicriſm might ſometimes 
draw Him into Expreſſions that ſeemed to go too far 
the other way. Let us now come down to the 
| Ariana Times. About the Year 230; or later, the 
Ariaas endeavour to gain ſome Countenance from 
Origen's Writings : And ſome of the more zealous 
Catholicks of the Euſtathian Party, who were {or pro- 
[ing one Hypo lais, had no Opinion of Origen. 
| The Reaſon, I preſume, was, becauſe Origen every 
where inſiſts upon the diſtinction of Perſons very 
much, and ſeemed not very reconcilcable to the Eu. 
tu lian way of profeſſing one t7vpojir's, Ogen 
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* Bull Def. F. p. 125. 
7 Paotius, Cod, 117. p. 292. 
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therefore was much out of favour with That ng, Þ * 
rigid part of the Catholicks; who differed from m 7 


reſt in Expreſſion rather than real meaning, as 5. 1c 
peared fully atterwards*. Athanaſius all the While fte t 
up for Origen, and vindicated his own Doctrine tn O 

0 


Origen's Writings f. Gregory Nazianzen, and By; 
were Both of them Friends of Origen ; de fending 10 fe 
Orthodoxy againſt the Arian xx. This was about the 5 
Year 360. And tho' Baſil thought Origen's Notion ct þ 
the Zoly-Ghoj# not to have been altogether ſound, vn 
He objects nothing againſt Him in reſpect of Cu Þ © 
the Sen: And as to rhe oly-Ghoſt, He yet quis 1 
Paſſages from Him where Origen ſpoke conſormaby iſ 
to the Doctrine and Tradition of the Church +: 7 
And poſſibly, the other ſuſpected Paſſages might nt {1 


be Origen's own. 3 
Titus of Boſira, another orthodox Man of th D 
Time, was an Advocate of Origen. 
About 370, flouriſhed Didhmus, who is known to 15 
have been very zealous for the orthodox Doctrine of Þ 1 


the Trinity, and zealous alſo for Origen; loobing 
upon Thoſe as weak Men, and of ſmall ſagacity, that 
ſuſpe ed Origen on That Head hg. Hitherto we hav 
found no conſiderable Men that condemned Orivez & 
Heterodox in the Doctrine of the Trinity. The Ct 
tholicks of greateſt Name and Reputation aflerted ths 
contrary. 

Let us come a little lower, to the Ycar 380, and 
we ſhall now perceive a Storm gathering; chict'y, I 
preſume, by the Means and the Intcreii of the E. 
fathians, who had diſliked Origen from the tu. 
Epiphanius, about this Time, was drawn in to be a 


* Vid. At hanaſium ad Antiochenos, p. 773. 
Gregor. Nazianz. Orat. 22. p. 396. Or. 32. p. 521. 

+ Athanaſ. de Decret. Syn. N. p. 232. 

** Vid. Socrat. Eccl. H. Il. 4. c. 26. p. 246. 

tt Baſil. de Sp. Sanct. c. 29. p. 219. 

$ 7d. Hieronym. Tom, 4. p. 347, 357, 409. 


ary in the Quarrel againſt the Origeniſs; and laid 
ſevere Charges againſt Origen, even with reſpect to 


the Doctrine of the Trinity. Ruſſinus, at the ſame 


Time, was a zealous Advocate for Origen's ortho- 
doxy ; Himſelf, as is well known, a ſtrict Athana- 


Lo Jerom being now about 50 Years old, was 


alſo a great admirer of Origen. Nay, in the Years 
308 and 391, when paſt 60, He ſtill retained the 
ame kind Opinion of Origen and his Writings: As 
appears by his calling Him the Afaſter of the Churches, 
ſerond to none but the Apoſtles themſelves x. He de- 
chres that Thoſe who had in Origer's Life - time, 
cenſured Him, did it not for any Novel Doctrine, or 
Hereſy, but for Envy; becauſe they could not bear 
the Reputation He had raiſed f. Now, could Jerom, 
ſo orthodox a Man Himſelf, and who had tranſlated 
Didymus in Defenſe of the Diviziy of the Holy- 
Ghoſt; could He ever have thus commended Origen, 
had He, at that Time, believed Him Heterodox in 
the Doctrine of the Trinity? Impoſſible. He gives 
no better a Name than that of barking Dogs, to Thoſe 
that then charged Origen» with Hereſy: tho” at the 
ſme Time Arians, or Macedonians, and all impugners 
or the Divinity of Chriſt or the Holy-Ghoſt, were Hee 
retices in Ferom's Account. To do Ferom juſtice, He 
ſtood up for Origen with Reſolution and Courage, 
ſome Time; till finding the Stream run ſtrong, He 
thought it convenient to tack about: And then (as 
1 the Nature of mew Converts in any Caſe) He grew 
zealous, and vehement on the oppoſite fide. Then 
He ſet Himſelf , meanly, to run down the Man 
Whom before He had ſo much commended. He fell 


| * Origenerp, quem poſt, Apoſtolos, Eccleſiarum Magiſtrum ne- 
mo niſi imperitus negabit. Hieron. Præf. in Nom. Hebræ. 
Non propter Dogmatum Novitatem non propter Hereſim, ut 


nunc adverſus eum rabidi canes inſimulant; ſed quia Gloriam 


Eloquentiæ ejus & Scientiæ ferre non poterant; & illo dicente 


endes muti putabantur. Hieronyme Tom. 4. P. 67. 
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to criticizing his Works, ſometimes manifeſtly pe. 
verting his Senſe, ſometimes repreſenting it by Hates, 
always putting the worſt Conſtructions He pofſiy 
could upon his Writings: As aid alſo Epiphazin, 
and Theophils: , who were afterwards joincd with 
Anaſlaſin: Bp. of Rome, and many other Biſhops g; 
the Weſt. Still Origen was not intircly deſtitute 9 
ſome good and great Defenders; as Gregory Miſen 
the great Chryſo om ( bred up under Aueletius, an 
never of the Euſtathian Party) Theotimus, and July 
of Jeruſalem. Severns Sulpilius, of That Time, B 
a kind of Neutcr, paſſing a doubtful and moderne 
Cenſure. St. Auſtin * appears doubtſul; but, taking 
his Accounts from Epiphanius, or other Advcrlari, 
leans to the ſeverer fide. Vincentius Lirinenſis + in- 
clines to think that the Plea about Ori gens W riting 
being adullcrated ** might be very juſt. Socrates end 
Sozomen , of the fifth Century, defend Origen's Or 
thodoxy 3 and think He had bcen greatly miſrepre- 
ſented. Theodorir, of the fame Age, has becn juſch 
looked upon as a favourer of - Origen 3; becauſe EH. 
zeckons not the Origeniſis in his Liſt of Hera: 
As neither did Philaſtrius, who wrote Go Ycars be— 
ſore Him. What followed in the fa Centriry, un. 


& Origcnian! Mortuorum Reſurrectionem negant, Cirifum 
autem & Spirnum Sanctum crra'uram dicunt— Hac quiden. ee 
Origene, Epiphanius refert. Sed Defenſores ejus dicunt Origenen 
Patrem & Filium & Spiritum Sanctum 22125 ejuſclemque fubſtanti 
docuiſſe; neque Reſurrectionem repuliſſe mortuorum. Sed qu 
ejus plura legerunt, contradicunt 

Dicit præterea ipſe Origenes quod Filius Dei Sanctis Hominibus 
comparatus veritas ſit, Patri collatus mendacium; & quantum d. 
ſtant Apoſtoli Chriſto, tantum Filius Patri. Unde nec Orandus eſt 
Filius, &c. Aupuſtin. Hæreſ. 43. 

+ Sed dicat aliquis, corruptos eſſe Origenis Libros. Non reſto, 
Quin potius malo: nam id a quibuidam & traditum & $Sciipturi 
eſt; non Catholicis tantum fed etiam Hæreticis. Vincent, Li 
8 
cee Ruffinus's Plea about the Adulteration of Origen' Books, 
handſomely defended againſt St. jerom, by the learned Huctius. 0 
rigeniana, p. 187, 188. 
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ger Juſlinian, 1s; rather too late to come into Ac- 
ount. ; . 

From what hath been ſaid, it appcars, that thn” 
Antiquity were much divided in their Sentiments of 
„gens Orthodoxy, in reſpect of the Trinity ; yet 
the moſt carly, and the molt valuable Mcn down to 
the Times of Ferom, (and for a long while 7erozz 
Himſelf) had acquitted Him on That Head. This 
Account is a ſufficient Anſwer to what you have ra- 
ked together in Pages 327, 328, 329, 330. And I 
muſt obſcrve, that were it really Fact that Origen had 
taught what you pretend in 1eſpett to the Article of 
the Trinity, it would by no means follow that He 
was therein a true Interpreter of the CHs Doc 
trine in That Inſtance; any more than in the other 
Articles laid to his Charge by his Accuſers: Many of 
which are known to have been directly contrary to 
the ſtanding Doctrines of the Church, as well before, 
25 after his Time. Such was the denial of the Re- 
ſurrection of the Dead, imputed to Him, among other 
Errors, by his Adveriaries; as St. Auſtia obicrves : 
Who, in the ſame Place, mentions fome other erra— 
neous and uncatholick Teners of Origen, At laſt, 
te Queſtion of Or. gen's Laith in the Trinity, may 
be certainly determied out of bis Treatiſc againſt 
Celſut, (ſtill remaining, and f{rce from Corruption.) 
And it is from thence chicfly, that Bp. Bull has de- 
monſtrated that Origen's Doctrine on That Head was 
found and juſt, directly oppoſite to the Principles which 
you are now eſpouſing. 

[ may take notice of your citing, (. 33 5.) a ſecond- 
hand Paſſage of Euſebius; as if He had made the Son 
created in the vulgar Senſe of created in this Queſtion 
directly contrary to what Euſebius has argued at large, 
in his Piece againſt Marcellus. J hope, you did it g- 
"ranly. However, to prevent the like for the future, 
| ſhall here give you F=ſebius's own words. Com- 
menting on Prov. viii. 22. He ſays thus: * Though 
He fays created, He does not ſay it, as if He came 
from 
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C from non-exiſtence, into exiſtence; nor as if He ah 
c like as the reſt of the Creatures, were from Nava. 
& zity (as ſome have erroneouſly imagined ) but 11, 
& was living and ſubſiſting, prior and pre-cxiſting 9; 
<« the creation of the Univerſe: And being appointed 
& of The Lord his Father to bear rule over the Un. 
ce verſe; Created here ſtands for appointed, or conſtitutes, 
He goes on to ſeveral Texts of Scripture, 1 74, 


w + * . / 
11. Ze Ames iv. 13. Pſal. ci. 19. to ſhow that ag 


or xTiC@y may admit that Senſe of Appointing, or Oy. 
daining, rather than Creating. And upon the Word 
ot the Pſalm, create in me a clean Heart, O God, He 
obſerves, that this is not ſaid as if the P/almiſt's Har 
was then to begin to exiſt, but what was before, ſhould 
be cleanſed. You will pleaſe to remember how highl; 
you reſented my quoting Socrates for Exſcbins's Of. 
nion, ſeemingly contradictory to Exſebins's other Te. 
nets. You have here quoted a ſhort Sentence our 
of an Index of a Book, not publithed to Tpeak for it 
ic|t; and have given it a Conſtruction flatly contrary to 
what Euſebius undoubtedly taught in his Piece agiin!! 
Atarceilus; namely, that Prov. viii. 22. was not to b 
underſtood of creating, in the Senſe you pretend. As to 
What you cite from Him in reſpect of the Hoh-C of, 
T know not whether it may admit of a candid f 
Conſtruction. He was certainly miſtaken , if He 
took Thar Doctrine, ſuch as you underſtand it, to 
be the Doctrine of the Church. But it is out of my 
Compaſs to treat of the Divinity of the Holy-Gbolt. 
To conclude ; I referred ** you to Ignatius, Athen. 


* EI 3% Miro £7 , S as I © M CT O» 64s To cia, ver- 
S, Tor? wy cm, £0” ws Si rig Aeunog Ni, x 4 U 66 ix 2 
pun dr. z, & MV 00% 6904 Vranfpun, GAN @; big i 
Kl Cov, ces Ts xc TpouTapx,uv Tig TS mRITOY 190 {gu cο,H. 
ZL If Tay d br xuveis H aUTE TUTEL KATIE %, - 
*T405v 21rai0a wr & arne, A KATE TE. «:nwas, Euſeb. Ecc. 
Theol. p. 150, 151. 

+ See The Biſhop of London's Letter defended, p. 56, &c. 

* Defenſe, p. 197- : | 
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bora, Jrenens, Origen, Diomſius of Rome, Diony/ins of 
Alexandria, Theognoſtus, and Methodins ; as expreſs Au- 
horities againſt the Doctrine of the Son's being a 
Treature. As to conſequential and indirect Teſtimonies 
goainſt it, They are numberleſs; and have been pro- 
duced by Bp. Bull, Le Moync, Nourm, and many others, 
in this Controverſy. To This you have oppoſed ſuch 
Evidence as Biſhop Bull has already anſwered, and You 
will not ſtand by, or engage to defend; but have ra- 
ther own'd to be indefenſible. Only, you think ſome 
Advantage you ſhould make of it; which ſome Ad- 
vantage is yet very unfair, and not regularly or di- 
finftl laid down by any certain Conſequence, but is 
meerly a confuſed and precarious Concluſion. Upon 
the whole, every Honeſt Reader will eaſily perccive 
on what fide He ought here to determine. 
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Woether there can be any Middle between icing 
made out of nothing, and out of ſomething ; 
that is, between being out of Nothing, and out 
of the Father's Subſtance; between berng eſlen- 
tially God, and being a Creature; Whether, 
conſequeztly, the Son muſt not be either eſlen- 
tially God, or elſe 2 Creature ? 


I any Man wanted an Inſtance of the Power of 
Affections or Prejudice in holding out againſt Con- 
diet; or if there were not too many lamentable 
Fxamples of it in Hiſtory , Sacred, and Profane; I 
would recommend to Him the Peruſal of what you 

| have 
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have under this Query, to give Hir u a very lg 
Example and Idea of it. Yow begin with tell 
me, there are many Dilemmas, in Mertaj phy ſicks, Phu. 
ficks, and Theology, wherein it may be Very pre 
ſumptuous to determine abſolutely which part  ,, 
Dilemma is the Truth. Had you reſt.:d enter . 
This Controverſy, your Plea would } nve appey.; 
the better: But as you have determined on ons fd. 


* 


and in virtue of ſuch Dilemmas as are neither |! 
fo clear, nor half ſo certain as This is, y ou have ;; 
Pretence left of That kind. 

You ſhould therefore tell me, what 7/4 dium the: 
is between being eſſentially God, and being Crean, 
or elſe own the Son a Creature. We donct thus 
and ſhufflle with You, when you preſs us wth Lan. 
mas, Derived Or underived, we ſay derived : bein 
Or A ot Beings we ſay Being : Weceſſary Or ot 2 
jary in Exiſtence; we ſay neceſſary: ſelf-cxiſien » 
im ſelſcexiſteut; we lay not fAlf-exiftent, Swpreme Gu 
oi not ſupreme God: welay ſupreme God. And Win 
ever ;;:zvidiozzs Terms, or however liable to be milun 
derſtood, you put the Queſtion in, ſtill we cole 
lrankly, and diſcover our Minds. And what car. b. 
the rcaſon of the Difference between your Condu 
and ours, but that We deſire to be open, and pla. 
and You love diſguiſes? We have a Cauſe which we 
know we can defend, You are conſcious that 50 
have not. We are juſtly ſenſible what Adventeg: 
you every where make by putting the Ouettivr, 
whether God the Son be the ſupreme God, or 1.4 ji 
reme Cod? 

1. The Expreſſion is apt to inſinuate to the Hes 
der a Notion of Two Gods, ſupreme and inter 
On which ſuppoſition the Son certainly could not 
the ſupreme. 

2. It is farther apt to confound the Reader, 4s 1! 


fnuating either that we ſuppoſe the Son to be the 


* 


ſatreme Father Ilimſelf, or elſe that the ſupremacy o 


— 
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O, ger, or Office, belong'd equally to Both, Vet e 
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bear with your thus unequally, and partially wording 
the Queſtion ; being content to admit it with proper 
Diſtinctions, and to aſſert that Cod the Son is 75e Ju- 

| 2? reme God, or even That ſupreme God, as you are pica- 
ed to word it for us. 

And why ſhould not you as plainly own, that you 
make the Son a Creature; there being no imaginable 
Medium between w#created and created, between God 
ind Creature? Yet you pretend to be arguing only 
againſt the Son's being eſſentially God, or aß reite 
Cod, and not to be arguing for his being a Cca— 
ne; tho' They come to the fame Thing differs 
ently expreſſed. You ſay, p. 338, there lics a Fa- 
lacy in my Words, eſſentially God, As How 2 Show 
where the Fallacy is. You fay, the Words ought 


l 
1 


to mean ſelf-exiſtent in ſuch a Scnſe as the Father a 
is. Well then; if you take ſef- exiſtence and ucc eu- 
hy exiſtence to ſigniſy the ſame Thing, you of 
conſequence allow no 2Zedirm, but riiat the Son 
muſt either be the Father Himlelf, or Gate a Crex- 
ture. Why do you not therefore ſay plainly He is 
a Creaure? You will ask then, whether 1 would 
prove that the Son is the Faber Himſelf, in proving 
Him to be wo Creature? No. But when | have prov- 
ed That Point (as is caſily done, and has been done a 
Thouſand Times) it will then be apparent how ab— 
furd and wild your Notion is that there is no Ale- 
dium between God the Father, and a Creature. I 
ſi then, that there ncither is nor can be any Medli- 
um between being Neccſſurtiy- cæiling, and being a 
Lreatzre: And thercſore fince you allow nothing 10 
be wcceſary but the Father, you plainly make a Creme 
tere ot the Son. Iuſtead of aulwering This plain 
Argument, you do nothing but evade, and ſhift in 
ſuch a manner, as ſhows only that you are afraid of 
coming to the Point, and of putting the Controveiſy 
on a fair Iſſues which i; highly dihingenuous. Weg 
1 to abuſe my Readers at This Rate, how would 
you inſulz, and look upon it as no Litter than giving 
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up the Cauſe. I told you before *, and now tell yy, 
again, that you aſſert evidently, and by immddiy; 
neceſſary Conſequence, © That the Maker, and R.. 
«« deemer, and Judge of the whole World is a Gr. 
ce ture, is mutable and corruptible, depending intire 
ly on the good pleaſure of God, has a precariu; 
« Exiſtence and dependent Powers, finite and limit, 
« ed; and is neither ſo perfect in his Nature, ng 
« ſo exalted in Priviledges, but that the Father miy, 
« when He pleaſes, create Another, Equal, or ed 
c Superior to Him. 

This is no unrighiteous Repreſentation , nor appealing 
to the Prejudices of the ignorant Vulgar: You knoy 
it is not: But it is laying down the plain nabe 
Truth. And it ought to be ſounded in the Lars ad 
rivetted in the Thoughts of all that. come to 1 
you; that They may be deeply ſenſible what you ar 
doing, and whether it is that you are leading Them, 

Theſe are not Things ſhocking to the Fulgar only, 
nor ſo much to the Yulgar as to the wiſeſt, and mat 
conſiderate, and moſt religious Men. In ſhort, thy 
are ſuch a Weight upon your Hypotheſis, as have ex 
ſunk and bore it down among the ſober part of Ula. 
kind: And they will ever do fo, as long as true Piay, 
and ſobriety of Thought, having any Footing in thi 
World. This you are ſenſible of; and are thereſon 
forced to wink hard. 

You are next cndeavouring to retort; which ö 
your conſtant Method when you are non-piuitty 
and have no direct aniwer to give. I ert, you 6) 
many ſapreme Gods in one undivided Subſtance. Ric. 
culous: They are not many Gods, for That very © 
ſon, becauſe their Subſtance is wndivided. Is there 10 
Difference between charging flſe Conſequences ud 
true ones? Make you out the Conſequence which 
you pretend, at your Leiſure : Mine is ſelf - cvident 
and makes it ſelf. 


* Defence, p. 205. 
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Fou run off (p. 341.) to ſome foreign Things 


* | which have been anſwered in their Place. You talk 
by of Authority, and Dignity ; not telling us what you 


mean by them, whether of Order and Office, or of 
* Nature; tho it is about the laſt only, that we are 
| inquiring. I ſuppoſe, if there be ever ſo many Te- 
1Ous | monies | iqui for the Son's V d 
ſtimonies in Antiquity, for the Son's Vucreatedneſs , 
| * Conſubſtantiality, Eternity, Ne ceſſary- exiſtence , Omni. 


* , preſence, Omnipotence, and other divine Attributes; all 
„ | few Equivocati d Quibb| 
70 muſt yield to a few Equivocations, and Quibbles, a- 


bout Authority and Dignity : Which if you had once 
defined and fixed to a determinate Meaning (as eve— 
ry ingenuous Man would have donc) it would have 
been preſently ſeen whether Any Teſtimony you 


1 | * produce were pertinent or no; or rather, that none of 
_ ] them are pertinent. As to Baſil, whom you pretend 
| to cite, it is certain he did not mean by 45@44m 

what you mean; for He abſolutely denics, that the 


Father is greater in reſpect of Dygaity *, meaning 
8 efertia Dignity: And He particularly excepts a- 
gainſt your Notion of making the Son Subject; and 


i cenſures Eunomius ſmartly, for taking from Him the 
. Dignity of Dominion, Tis deoroTURs To afiwud. In 
7, another Place, He ſpends a whole Chapter in Contu- 
the # tation of that very Notion you are contending for; 
os proving that God the Son is united in Nature, in 
Gun, in Dignity t with the Father, of equal Honour 
and Authority **. I had told you, that as eternal 
I} Subſtance, not divine, and a Son made out of it, was 
ny what you muſt mean, or mean nothing tt. This you 
«| confute by calling it a Calumny , ridiculous, and un- 
* 
ml * AA urid pry © ru red dd Gan av A* 1a, - 
N mh . o Aν⁰αν, ed gap t,? 0 GO 1 MOTH, 
0 Baſil. contr. Eun. I. 4. & Lib. 1. p. 236, ed. Bened. 
| + To emer GUVN (tv jlrtvovy, 
* * Zurlgovor x; 6po0Tip/u0y = Th; Zia, 0pg710!, Bail, de Sp. 
Sancto c. 6. 


t Defenſe, p. 211. | f 
Z 2 2 e 


364 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. Nl. 


juſt; which is a very eaſy way of Confutation. 1; 
the Reader ſec the Reaſon why you had nothing 90 
offer but hard Words, You deny the Son's being of 
the ſame divine Subſiance that the Father is; cy yg. 
low Him not to be neceſſarily-exiſting 3 you ecny his 
being out of nothing. Let any Oedipus make other 
Senſe of This put together, than what I made of 
It”. | | | 
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Cu RY XIV. 


I ether Dr. Clarke, »ho every where denies 1 t 
Cos ſalſtantiality of the Sen as abſurd and on. 
traaictory, does not of Conſequence ajjirm the 

Son to be a Creature, ig gr un, and jo 

Jail under his un Cenſure, and is Self con, 

demned ? 


L L RE, being conſcious that This Charge s 
8 juſt, you can give no direct Antwer ; but, 
ulual, mult retreat to little Stifts, and poor Evit- 
ons. I ſufficiently explained the true Senſe, and 7 
Senſe of Cunſalſtautialiiy in my Defenſe, p. 4015 

2. Yet now you pretend to complain you under— 
ſtand not what J mean by Conſubſtantiality: Wherch, 
the Truth is, you underſtand it ſo well as to know 


Qui Filum de Patris Subſtantia natum denegant, debent uti- 
que dicere unde arbitrentur Dei Filium exſtitiſie: utrum de u- 
kilo, an ex aliquot Si de nihilo exſtitit, Creatura dicen dus eſt, 
non Creator. Si autem de aliquo dicatur, fic etiam id ipſum Deus 
fec unde Fi!ium genuit. An forte coæternum dicitur aliquid la. 
bule unde poſſet Filium generare? $i coxternum al:quid 
&/timatur, unde genitus Filius creditur, Manichæorum error hac 
adſertione firmatur. Fulgent. Reſp. contr. Arian, object. 4. P. 5 

| | tha v 
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that This Query is unanſwerable. But let us hear 
how you can cavil, where you cannot reply. Some- 
imes, you tell me, 1 ſeem to mean, that the Father 
nd Son are individually the ſame ſingle, identical, 
whole Subſtance. But Where do you ever find me 
talking ſo weakly, and crudely ? This you gather only 
from the Word individual; which is capable of a 
larger and ſtricter Senſe, as I have often intimated. 
When you ſuppoſe That Part of God's Subſtance 
which fills the Sun, to be individually the fame with 
what fills the Moon; do you mean that Both are in- 
dividually the ſame ſingle, identical, whole Sulſtance ? 
How ofren muſt you be reminded of your une- 
qual Dealing in this Controverſy, that Arguments 
muſt hold againſt the Trinity, which, in other 
Caſes, have no Force with you at all? I may 
ſpeak of hole and Parts, while I am arguing 
againſt a Man that brings ony Thing under 
Extenſion: But as to the Catholick Doctrine of 
the Church, which I here defend, the Words are not 
proper; only this is certain, that one Perſon of the 
Trinity is nat 4 the Perſons of the Trinity. Yet 
becauſe the Perſons are andivided, They are one indi- 
vidual Subſtance; which is as far from Sabellianiſin 
as from Tritheiſm, and can juſtly be charged with 
Neither. You pretend that Dr. Clarke does not de- 
ny ſuch Conſubſtantiality as was taught by the NVicene 
Fathers. If This be true, then He admits, or does 
not deny, that the Subſtance of the Son is of the 
ſame kind with that of the Father, as truly as Light 
anſwers to Light, Very God to Very God, mncreated 
to uncreated, and fo on * : That is, He admits all 
that I do, and there is no longer any Diſpute be- 
tween us. For, I will eaſily prove to him, after he 
5 advanced thus far, that whatever is thus equal in 


* Ste my Defenſe, p. 462. 
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Nature to the Father, cannot be wnequal in any g. 
ſential Powers or Perfettions: And fo all that You 
have been doing, drops at once. If theſe þy'1, 
Doctor's preſent Sentiments, I am very glad of it: 
They were not always ſo. You ſay, indeed, 1). 
ever the Son's metaphyſical Nature, Eſſence, or g. 
ſtance be, all the Dottor's Propoſitions ( fo far a you 
perceive) hold nevertheleſs equally true. Are you then (; 
very unperceiving in a plain and clear Caſe * Tur u 
five of the Doctor's Propoſitions (I, 12%, 14%, 16 
234) where He denies the Subſtance, or Perſon, ( 
the Son, or Holy-Ghoſt, to be Selfrexiſteut: And con, 
pare your own Conſtruction of Self-exiſtent, by ny; 
ſarily-exiſting, with them; and then tell me, whethy 
the Doctor has determined nothing about the 9 
france of the Son. Doth He not make the Subſtang 
of the Father neceſſary, the other precarious ; th 
one Self-ſuffcient, the other depending; the one in 
mutable, the other mutable at Pleaſure; in a Ward, 
the one infinitely perfett, the other infinitely ſhort of i 
All This follows by ſelt-evident Connexion fron 
the Doctor's denying the Son's MNeceſſary-exiſtenc, 
Now, certainly He has hereby determined tber 
Subſtances to be intirely different in ind: Or ee 
ſhould deſpair of ſhowing, that a Alan and a Hr 
a Tree and a Stone are not 9uogoin, are not of the ſan: 
kind. For, what is it we denote and diſtinguilh d,. 
ferent kinds of Subſtances by, but by their differen: 
eſſential Properties? Do not therefore now bring me i 
the lame Pretence, about the Doctor's Propoſtim iſ | 
being the ſame on Either Suppoſition. I bore with i 
in the modeſt Pleader * (tho' ſenſible how little S. 5 ! 
cerity was in it) becauſe I was then doubtful whether I the 
the Doctor ſhould be charged with denying the . #4 
cefſary-exiſtence. You have eaſed me of That Doubt: © 
And now the Plea is ridiculous, and will ſerve uo 
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I 

„ Pager. The Myſtery is at length come out; and 
n $elf-exiſtence, Where with we have been ſo long amuſ- 
e Iq, wants no unriddling. 
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QUERY XV. 


ether he alſo muſt not, of Conſequence, affirm 
' of the Son, that there was a Time when He 
Was not, ſince God muſt exiſt before the Crea- 
2 ture; and therefore is again Self condemned, 
| (See Prop. 16. Script. Doctr.) Aud whether 


1 | He abes not equivocate in ſaying, elſewhere, 
MF that the ſecond Perſon has been always with 
nl the Firſt; and that there has been no Time, 


0 when he was not ſo: And laſlly, whether it 
ll be not a vain and weak Attempt to pretend 
| to any middle way between the Orthodox and 
the Ariansz or to carry the Sou: Divinity the 
' leaſt higher than They did, without taking in 
, the Conju.tantiality ? 


T has been ſhown that the Son is, upon the 
[8 4 Doctor's Principles, a precarious Being, which 
bs nothing but Ska Name for Creature : And now 
the Queſtion is only whether a Creature can be eters 
„And This is of no great Moment to the 
due ir ſelf, but only to ſhow the Dog or's Self- 
) condemnation, in blaming ſuch as have ſaid There 
| Was Time when the Son was not. If, for the fake 
hereof, you will maintain... that a Creature is eternal, 
vou ſhall diſpute by your ſelf, or elle againſt Mr. 


Woifton * ; 
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Whifton x; who juſtly calls it a deſpiſed and aller] 
Tener: Only He happened to have his Thougl;, , 
little wandring, when He called it an Aan 
Myſtery, inſtead of calling it an Arian one, * 
I never heard of Any One Athanaſian but why 
deſpiſed and refected it. There were ſome n, 
who formed a new Sect about the Year 394, wind þÞ - 
the Name of P/athyrians, who have been chargy Þ the 
with That Principle by Theodorit +; tho' I th! Pro 
Socrates's and Sozomen's Account ** of them rue! that 
acquits them of it. Now, if you are inclined to man. ence; 
rain ſuch wild Doctrine, ſay fo plainly : If not, «| fore 
know the Meaning of the Doctor's cenſuring Thos ! #1! t 
that ſhould preſume to ſay of the Son, that There au trin 
a Time when He was not t; and of his ſaying that the the 
ſecond Perſon has been always with the Firſt. I Poit 
fenſib'e there is ſomething very mean and aiſpararin WF Or 


in the Way of equivocating upon fo ſerious a db. ture 
jet. A Man may well be aihamed to own it : so Fit 
preſs it no farther. | Gi 


You were to find a middle Way between the Ort whi 
dox and the Arians : Which I called a vain and wt that 
Attempt, and proved it to be ſo. You dv not ca In 
to own: your Miſtake here: But you ſay, # © 
material to determine. That is, you find it has bi 
evidently determined againſt you; tho' you are vor 
unwilling to confeſs it. Next you come to your 
uſual Method of miſrepreſenting my Notion, 3 


* Nor do I quite deſpair of ſeeing ſuch ſhrewd and cunning 
Athanafians, as Dr. W. driven to This laſt Evaſion, and of haun 
Them broach This other great Athanaſian Myſtery, how deipiiul 


and abſurd an one ſoever, that Any Creature wharioever may 4 
ſtrictly {peaking, in Point of Duration, coeternal with its Creator | 
Vhiſfon Reply to Lord Nottinghars, p. 30. | Ag, 

+ Theod. Haret, Fab. I. 4. Compare the Suppoſititious Pi, ſuc 
tatio contra Arium p. 211. Ed. Bened. tal, 


* Socrat. Ecci. Hiſt !.5. c. 23. p. 300. 
Sozom. Ecci, H. I. 2. c. 17. p. 303. 
++ Carke's Script. Doctr. Pg 16. 


charging 
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charging Three ſupreme Gods : Which trifling las been 
anſwered oftner than it deſerved, What follows, p. 
348, 349 is ſo exceeding low, that in pure Com- 
Miſeration one would paſs it over. P. 350, you 
come to diſpute the Point, whether the Doctor's 
Scheme was condemned near 1400 Years ago by 
the Council of Nice. You pretend that none of his 
Props/tions were condemned. But I inſiſt upon it, 
that the Doctor, in denying the Son's Necefſary- Fxt/t= 
ence, evidently makes Him a Creature And there— 
fore all that is material in the Doctor's Proposition, 
al that we find Fault with, in reſpect of his Doc- 
trine of God the Son, ſtands fully condemned by 
the Nicene Council. And do not imagine that the 
Point of Difference bet w ixt us lies only in Authority, 
or Office, and not in Name: You make the Na- 
tre of the Son wholly of a different hind from the 
Father, as hath been ſhown. I told you of our Do- 
ctrine, that it has prevailed for 1409 Nars: Upon 
which you remind me of my fiying of the Arias, 
that the World was once, in a Manner, their ow3s. 
In a Manner, that is, when they had got the Ez- 
perors of the World, in a Manner, on their fide, 
You return to your Quibble about i2afvidzal Fſſence. 
Pleaſe to obſerve, Eſſentia ae Eſſentia; Subjtantia de Sub- 
fantia, was Catholick Doctrine all along: And This is 
the full Meaning of individual Fſncc. Not Eſſences, 
nor Subſtances, nor Beings: any more than you'll ſay S- 
ſtances, while yet you admit Subjtince and Sub/7 ice ; 
or beings, Where yet you are lorced to allow Bain 
and Being x. : 

You tell me; 1 acknowledge Fern and imciligeni 
Heut to be the ſame, I never acknowledged any 
ſuch Thing; but always denicd their being recipro- 
tal. But becau;e this Word Perſia is 3 Matter ot 


+ f 3 k . 3 
dee my Dejenſe, 167, 168, 299, And Reply to Dr. #7;:'6 
p. Ie, ; : 
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much Diſpute, I ſhall here endeavour, having 1 
thing farther worth Notice under ' his Query, 10 
give the beſt Account I am able of the true Nie 


of Perſon, 1 ſhall not here ſearch into the heck 


of Philoſophers, but irto the common Appichci c 
of Mankind, learned and unlearned; which apfeus to 
be the truce NIcthod of knowing v hat Tdcas ale afin. 
cd to the Word Perſon. 

Our Iacas are at firſt all of them PTCA, nd 
borrowed from what on daily converſe with, firm 
what we fee, and feel. Our {uit Notion of F 
is the Notion we have of a Aan, a Wiman, 2 Clu 
By Degrees we learn to abſtratt from the Differency 
of 4 Ae, Sex, Stature, &c. and ſo we form a mor 
genera al Idea of an Human Perſon, canin g one d 

bur own Specics: And this Idea, pcrhops, a nil 
Country-man would expreſs, improperly, by the Wd 
Curiſtian, in Oppoſition to Brute, or inanimaic I Hing. 
From the Idea of Human Perſons thus formed , wi 
proceed to make a more general Idea, by leaviiig out 
what is peculiar to cur Species, and Keeping iu vhs 
We Conceive commey to us with Angels, tup; Ofc, or 
any intelligent Being. And now we take in Au 
relity only, Or Intelligence : And a Peiſon is Sort 
ing Intelligent in Oppoſition to the Brutal Creation, 
Indeed, there is ſomething analogous to Perſe, 
Fen in Brutes: And fo it is common to fay, 1! 
or Sis of Them, in like manner as we [peak of Pere 


Res But fill the common Notion of P:+/on n. 


cludes Intelligence: And I think Dumaſccu* vs very lin- 


ce 


gular in bringi ng in 751d; Ty rr, under b ust 
and geren, ſgnify ing Perſon. But perhaps He 
meant it of ü os only „and did not niccly d- 
ſtinguih. Thus far we are advanced, that Perjr 
is Something which is the Subject of Intelligence. Gur 
ſtill we are not come far enough to fix the lde: 


* Damaſcen, Dialect. c. 43. p. 46. c 
91 
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| of a ſingle Perſon : For an Army, a Council, a Se— 
nate is lomething which is the Subject of Intelligence, 
f Something that underſtands and acts. We mult there— 
ſore be more particular: And at length we may bring 


it to This: A fingle Perſon is an intellizent Avent, 


having the diſtinilive Characters of I, Thou, He; 


and not divided, nor diſlin;niſhed into more intcllizent 
Arents capavie of the ſame Charatters. This Defi- 
nition, or Deſcription, will, I think, take in all 
the Ideas that Mankind have generally athxed to the 
Word Perſon , when underſtood of a ſingle Perſon. 
I will chow this firit negatively , and then pgjr- 
tively, 

1 Negatively. An Arn, a Senate, &c. is not a 
ſmile Perſon, b:cauſe divided into more. The Trinity, 
upon the Catholick yporkefis, is not a ſingle Perſon, 
becauſe dizingwifſhed into more intelligent Agents 
than one. 

2. Poſitively. A Man is a ſingle Perſon by the 
Definition. 

An Angel is a ſingle Perſon by the fame. 

Father, Son, or Holy-Ghoſt, a ſingle Perſon by the 
lame, 

Any ſeparate Soul, a ſingle Perſon alſo. 

The Jedy gros, or God-Mlas, a ſingle Perſon: 
becauſe not divided nor diſtinguithed into more intel- 
ligent Agents than one, having cach of them the 4. 
ſtinctive Characters. 

To clear this Matter a little farther, we muſt next 
diſtinguiſh Perſons into ſeveral kinds: As 1. Divided 
and Undivided, 2. Simple and Compound: Which, 
when explained, will, I hope, ſer This whole Affair 
mea true and full Light. | 

1. As to the Diſtinction of divided and undivided; 
all Perſons, but the rhree divine Perſons, are divid- 
& and ſeparate from each other in Nature, Sub- 
ſtance, and Exiſtence. They do not mutually in- 
clude and imply each other: Therefore They are 
not only diſtinct Subjects, Azents, or Suppoſita but 
| Aa a 2 diſtinck 
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diſtinct Subſtances alſo. Bur the Divine Perſons, be. 
ing andivided, and not having any ſeparate Exif. 
ence independent on each other; They cant 
be looked upon as Subſtances, but as one Sub tante 
diſtinguiſhed into ſcveral Smppoſira , or .intelligen 
Agents. 

2. As to the other Diſtinct ion of Simple and G- 
found, it will appear what Reaſon there is for i; 
An Angel, or a Soul, (whether ſuppoſed firſt pr. 
exiſting, or afterwards ſeparated ) is a ſimple Perlon, 
And to is God the Father, or God the Holy-Girj, 
upon the Catholick Scheme. But Man is a wn 
round Perlon of Soul and Body. It is plain, thi 
according to the common Idea of Perſon ( which 
mutt here be our Rule) the Body gocs to mike uy 
the Perſon: Otherwiſe we could not ſay Janes, ©« 
Joh is fat or lean, low or tall, healthful or ji, 
or the hike; ſuch Things belonging to the Buy 
oily, and yet belonging to the Perſon. If we {u;- 
poled John's Soul to have pre- exiſted, it would be 
a Perſon in that pre - exiſtent State as much as afte, 
having all thet belongs to the Definition of a Pe 
ſon: And by raking a Boch afterward, the Soul ds 
not become m.:'is Perſona, but major Perſona: Tot 
1s, the Perſon 1» inlarged by the Addition of a 
Poay, but ſtill all together is conſidered but as on 
Subject with intelligence in it; and all is but one 
Peter, one John, one 1, He, or Thou, which com- 
picars the Notion of a ſingle Perſon. Let John die, 
the Body is no longer Part of the Perſon, but the 
Perſon goes where the Intelligence reſts; the Soul in 
this Caſe becomes, not minus Perſona, by the Sepats- 
tion, but minor. 

Our next Example of a compound Perſon, is the 
SELLING conſiſting of the Logos, the Soul, and 
the Body, The Logos was a Perſon before the In- 
carnation, as much as after. But by taking in ? 


Soul and Body, the hole Perſon then is made up ef 


all Three. And thus Chriſt is always repreſented in 
| CL Scripture 
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Scripture in the ſame Manner as any ſorole Perſon 
is repreſented; one /, one He, one Thou, whether 
Ile is ſpoken of with reſpe:t to what he 1s as the 
Logos, or as having a Soul, or a Body. The fame 


Chriſt made the World, increaſed in Wiſdom, was 


prirced with a Spear : In which three Examples, it 
appears that the Logos, the Soul, and the Voay, all go 
to make up the one Perſon, the one compound Per- 
ſon of Chriſt, And hence it is, that the Churches 
of God, following the common Idea of a ſingle 
Perſon, which they found to ſuit with the Scriptuye 
Repreſentation of Chriſt, have rightly and juſtly in- 
cluded all the Three Conſtituents in the one Perſon &. 

Theſe are my preſent Thoughts of the Word 
Perſon, and the Ideas contained in it. If any Man 


has any Thing to object to it, I ſhall be willing 


cither more fully to explain, or elſe to alter the No- 
tion, as I ſee Reaſon for it. You will perceive that 
imelligent ating Sub, lauce is implied in every Perſon ; 
And more Perſons are more intelligent Subſtances, 
whenever their Subſtance is divided, but not other- 
wiſ?s And Two intelligent Subſtances are Two 
Perlons, where Both have exiſted Separately, or have 
been ſeverally capable of the dijtinitive Characters, 
but not otherwiſe. You will alſo perceive, that 
intelligent atting Sub//ance (that is intelligent Agent, 
as you call it) is not equivalent to Perſon, nei- 
ther are the Phraſes reciprocal. But to intelligent Agent, 
add, its ot being divided, nor diſtinguiſbed into more 
intelligent Agents having the ſame diſtinctive Chara- 
cters; and then, as I conceive, you compleat the No- 


tion of Perſon, according as it has commonly paſs'd with 


Mankind. I ſuppoſe not any of the Divine Perſons a 
Perſon in a Senſe different from the common meaning 


Videmus duplicem Statum, non confuſum ſed conjunctum 
in Una Perſona, Deum & Hominem JFeſum. Tertull. contr. Prax. 
c. 27, Tü A Aye, wary, T7 x43" u pu, bed ire; TY: 
pe, &c, Irenæi Fragm. p. 347. Bened. . 
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common Senie of Perſon; but Perſons of a 5 


DEFENSE Qu. XI 
hey are Perſous in the faq, 


eren 


kind, and differently circumilintiated from 1 Wat Hu. 
Wy Or An"tlit al, Or * other Kinds Or Herſons: Ie 
Thus Per on, like 7 lc, appears to be the Nin: 


for an Ao, tract Idea : And the Name 15 (que ly ad 
cable to every kind of Perion, as the Name of Tria: a0 


ts 


Is to cvcry | kind of Triangle. 
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QUERY. AVL 


Whether Ly theſe (of the firſt Column) aud i 
like Texts, Adoration and Worſhip te abt 
2 to the One God, As 10 Oolong . 


Hin 2 


Divine Worſhip due 


To the One God. 


To Chriſt. 


Thon ſhalt have no other, They worſhipped tec, 


GoJs before me, Exod. 
XX. 30 


Luke xxiv. 2. Let 4 
the Angels of 2285 worſr 
Him, Heb. 1. 6. 


Thou ſhalt 20r j/:t ip the] That all A en 10 ould his 
Lo rd thy God, and Iim|aour the Son, even 4s thy 


only ſhalt tau ſerve, Mat. 
iv. 10. 


NDER This Query 


honour the Father, Jobi 
v. 23. 


I fully proved, in my Dc- 


fenſe, that, according to Scripture and Anti 


quity Adoration is due to 


God *. in Oppoſition to 


all Creature-worſhip whatever. You enter very li- 
tle, if at all, into the Particulars of the Evidence 


which | produced! But 


you form two Objc-: 1013 


againſt tie hing in general, leaving me the Part of 
2 As- , 


1 


ame 


1 u. XVI. 
1 Reſpondent , inſtead of undertaking it your elf, 


of ſome QUERIES. 75 


as was proper in anſwer to Qwerics. Your Two Ob— 
tions are Theſe; 1. That if my Arguments prove 
any thing) they prove too much, viz. That Chit 
is the very Father Himſelf. 2. That They again 
ove too much in difallowing all mediatorial Mor- 
{bip; which, you think, is plainly warranted by Scrip- 
ture, and Antiquity. 3 

1. As to your firſt Pretence, it is founded only on 
the perſonal Characters, 7, Thou, He ; ſeemingly cx- 
cluding all Perſons but one. To which ic 15 an- 
ſwered, that there is no Neceſſity ariſing from any 
pretended Force of the excluſive Terms, tor exclu- 
ding all other Perſons x: But there is a Neceſſity. 
from the very End and Dean of the Law, for ex- 
cluding all other Gods; and from the whole tenour 
of Scripture, for excluding all Creatures: So that 
my Argument proves what I intended to prove, and 
no more. And why have you not anſwered, after 
you have been ſo often called upon, the Reafons L 
had offered, in my Defenſe, and Preface to my Ser- 
mozs, againſt the receiving inferior Gods to any De— 
erce of religions Worſhip ? Surcly, it ſhould be your 
Buſineſs to reſpond ſometimes, clpectaily in reply to 
Queries, and not meerly to oppoſe. 

2. As to your ſecond Pretence, about Mediatorial 
IVorſpip, firſt borrowed from Pagans, handed on by 
Arians, and brought to our own 'I'1mes by Papiſts; 
I thall give it a large and diſtinct Anſwer preſently. 
You have for ſome time (l mean you, and your 
Friends) amuſed unthinking Perſons with a Phraſe, 
never yet diſtincl iu explained by you, bur ſervipg to 
delude ſuch as can be content with Sozmds, inttcad 
of Senſe, I ſhall cndeavour to ſcach This Marrer 
to the Bottom, once for all; And then how how 
caly it is to unravel your Speculations on this 


Head. 


* 
See my 4. Sermon. 


1 


*L 
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By Alediatorial Worſhip, you intend ſome king a 
Worſhip, to be paid ro Chriſt ; ſuch as you |, 
been pleaſ.d to invent for Him, rather than none. 
do not find that you have ſecured Any wort . | 
all to the Holy-Ghoj', (who is no Mediator) thy 1Þ 
Antiquity has paid Him worſhip. But you ar 
confuſed and undeterminate in your Account of 1. 
diatorial Worſl.ip, that it is not caſy to diſcover yl, 
you preciſely mean by it; Or perhaps you you, 
do not yet know what you intend. There are b. 
Two general Senſes, ſo far as I conceive, to be jy; 
upon it; tho' Theſe again are divided into many gu. 
ticular ones. The Two I ſpeak of, are citha, . 
The making Chriſt the Medium of worthip ; dn 
The worfhipping Him under the Character of a 1. 
diator. We Lay examine Both Theſe: 

1. A Medium of Worſvip is a Phraſe of ſom: Iz 
titude and Ambiguity. It muſt be explaincd . 
ſtances, and Examiles; that conſidering all C 
which can well be thought of, we may at aſt li: up. 
on what you mean by mediatorial woriliip. An 
Image has been ſometimes thought a :caiwmn 
Worſhip, when God is ſuppoſcd to be worthiprd 
by, and through an Image; as in the Inſtance « it: 
Molten Calf, and in the Golden Calves of Dan ad 
Bethel. Such mediatorial Worſhip as This, bas 
very little Honour to the Medium: All is fuppoſe! 
to paſs thro', to the ultimate Object. Thus th: 
Fgyptians, in woiſhippine the ſacred Animals, iu gs. 
ſed the worſhip to pals to the Prototype to the Du 
whercunto the Animals belonged. This, I pretun, 
is not your Notion of mediatorial VV or ſhip ; it it th 
it is low indecd. 

There may be a ſecond Senſe of making a A 
of worſhip: As, if we were to pray to Chris, 
pray for us. This is ncar akin to the Rowiſ; Doc 
trine of praying to Saints, and Angels, If "ils ©: 
what you mean by mediatorial Wor thig, your Ops 
nion cf Chriſt may ſtill be very low, as of 

1 
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i ©: gives us nothing Himſelf, bur only azks Ano- 
Per to give us. But, beſides that there is no war- 
Fat for praying to any thing leſs than Cod, and ſo 
| ich a Practiſe muſt be wholly unjuſtiftablez; I con- 
|| Five that This is not what you mean by mediatori- 
„ #@ orſvip, it being fo extremely low and diſhonour- 
|. ablc to eee that He can Himſelf do nothing ſor 
G, eſpecially having declared the contrary, John xiv; 
1 14. ; 
1 There is a third Senſe of a Aedium of Worſhip: 
| As if we ask the Father any thing by, and thro' 
„the Merits of Feſus Chriſt. If This be what you 
wean by mediatorial Worſhip, I am afraid it will a- 
„ mount to no worſhip at all upon your Principles. 
You will not fay that the ſame Worſhip is therein paid 
t Both: And unleſs you ſay That, you leave no 
-| worſhip at all for God the Son, in ſuch Addrefles, 
bor Applications. 
here may be a fourth Conſideration of a Medium 
:- of worſhip ſuppoſing Chriſt to be directly worſhip- 
* 4 but to the Glory of the Father: the Father be- 
g imagined to be glorified thro' Chriſt as thro' a 
{1 Acdinm. Now here I muſt ask, Whether the worſhip 
ii: fuppoſed to be paid ro Chriſt be ſ#preme, or inferior? 
a Tou will not ſay ſapreme: And if it be inferior, it 
15 {| Eannot be preſumed to paſs on to the ſapreme Object, 
Wo would not be honoured but affronted with infe- 
„r Worſhip. It muſt therefore reſt in d inferior 
Object, and fo cannot be called mediate, but ultimate 
17 WF Worſhip. I muſt add, that no worſhip of a Creature 
en terminate in the Creator, or be for his Glory, be- 
„ fuſe He has abſolutely forbidden all Creature-21:5r ſhip : 
And therefore, again, ſuch worſhip as we are now 
n Wppoſing cannot be wediare, but ultimate, terminating 


0 ere it is offered. 

oc- nadeed, the Scripture never makes any Difference be- 
ern directing and terminating worſhip; but ſuppoſes 
„ always to terminate in the Object to which it 15 di- 
de Med, or offered. God interprets: all /maze-worſhip, 
bu B b b 7 or 
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or Creature-worſhip, as terminating in the Tag ,, 
Creature, to Which it is offered. When the" Ih 
elites worſhipped the Call, they offered Sacrifice y, , 
Idol, not to God; and They worſhipped the nale 
ſjmage, not God, in doing it; however They nige 
intend, and mean it (as J hey certainly did) for th 
Fehovah, They are ſaid to have forgat God thr 5, 
diour, ( Pal. cvi. 21.) notwithſtanding thcir 7g, 
on to remember Him in it; becauſe it was not x; 
membring Him in a manner ſuitable to his Con 
mandment, which was to offer worihip to God on. 
So allo Fereboam is ſaid to have made other Gu 
and to have caſt God behind his backs (1 Kings xu.) 
2 Chr. xi. 11,) notwithſtanding his Intention to t: 
minate all the worſhip in the true Jehovah, I mx 
add, that when St. John was preparing to ch. 
worſhip to an Angel, (whether out of a ſudden Tra 
port, or not then knowing that it was a meer Arg 
no doubt but He defigned the Glory of God, and t. 
terminate all worſhip there: and yet it is ob{crvcbl, 
that the Angel, notwithſianding, bad Him 1 
God; intimating, that it is not worthipping cf 6% 
unleſs the worſhip be dircctly offered to Cd. D. 
Clarke * has a Fancy, that the /dolarry of ſuch 
worthippcd the true God through Acainms of thii 
own inventing, Jay only in their making Zac. 
tors, ſuch as God had not allowed them to har. 
But This Notion is very peculiar, and has no Four. 
tion in Scriptrere, or Antiquiiy. To pay el him 
worthip to any thing is, in Sciipture ſtyle, making 
a God of it. This is true, even of what is calkd 
mediate, or relative worſhip; as I have before It 
ſtanced in the Caſe of the golden Calf, and the Calis 
of Dan and Bethel. And Laban's Teraphims, d 
Images, Which were ſuppoſed to be no move th. 


* Clark's Script, Doctr. p 344. Ed. *. 
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Smbols, or Mediums of the Worſhip of the Jehovah, 
(for Laban worſhipped, as ſome believe, the true God“ ) 
are called Gods H; becauſe worthip was offered direct- 
Jy to them, inſtead of being offered immediately to 
God. To make any Medium of worthip was ſet- 
ting up other Gods, not other Mediators ; ſtrange Gods, 
not ſtrange Mediators; it Was robbing Cod, not any 
Mediator, of his Honour; and making an Ia- god, 
not an Idol- mediator. The Idolaters are never 
charged with miſtaking the Medium, but miſtaking 
the Object; not with having falle Mediators, but 
falſe Code; not for worthipping thoſe that were nor 
Mediators by Office, but Thoſe that by Nature were 
10 Gods; for worthipping the Creature, not inſtcad 
of the Mediator, but inſtead of the Creator, who is 
bleed for ever. Such is the conſtant Language both 
of the Old and New Teſtament, which never fix the 
Charge upon the fſctting up falſe Aediators, or 
Aediums of worſhip; nor ever inſert any Caution 
zeainſt it: So weak and groundleſs is the Doctor's 
Notion of [dol-mediatorss What Then 15 the reſult, 
'ou'll ask, of this Reaſoning * Does not the worſhip 
of Chriſt terminate in the Glory of God the Father ? 
Admit that it does fo: Then certainly tne worſhip 
of Chriſt is not Creature-avorſhip. For, ſince all wor- 
ſup terminates in the Object to which it is directed, 
or offered, if the ſime Act of worthip, offered to 
Chriſt, terminates in God tlie Father; then the Caſe 
is plain that it terminates in Both, and Both are one 
undivided Object. Having conſidered the ſeveral 
Senſes of a Medium of worſhip, and ſhown that 
none of them will anſwer your purpoſe. I come 


2. To confider the worſhip of Chriſt under the 
Character of a Mediator, and to fee what Senſe we can 


Gen. xxxi. 49, 53. 
Gen. xxxi, 30. [oſh, xxiv. 2. 


B b bz make 
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make of Aediatorial worſhip under That view. 4 
Mediator may be conſidered two ways, according ty 
the Antients, a Mediator by Nature, and Medina 
by Office. The firſt and principal Senſe of a Mc. 
ator (ueclrys) between God and Man, is a Perſon 
partaking of the Nature of Both, perfect God and 
perfect Man. In This Senſe, Principally, the antiemt 
Chriſtians conſtantly underſtood Chriſt to be a A. 
diator. So Irenens, Melito, Clemens, Hippohim, 
Teriullian, x. ui Novatian, and others of the . 
re- nicenes; Whoſe Teſtimonies I have placed in the 
Margin X. As to Poſt-- nicenes, ſince no doubt can 
be made of them, I content my ſelf with ref. 
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Hic ſequeſter Dei atque Hominum appellatus; ex utriuſque Par- 
tis depoſito commiſſo ſibi. In another place, utriuſque Subſtar- 
tia. Tertull, de Refur. Car. c. 51. contr. Prax. c. 28. | 

Deus cum Homine miſcetur. Hie Deus, Hic Chriſtus eſt, qui 
Mediator duorum, Hominem induit quem perducat ad Patrem. 
Cypr. de Idol. Van. p. 15. 

Quoniam fi ad Hominem veniebat: ut Mediator Dei & Hom 
num eſſe deberet, oportuit illum cum eo eſſe, & Verbum Carnem 
fheri; ut in ſemetipſo Concordiam confibularet terrenorum pariter 
atque Cæleſtium: Dum utriuſque partis in ſe connectens pignota, 
& Deum Homini & Hominem Deo copularet. Novat. c. 18. 

Mediam inter Deum & Hominem ſubſtantiam gerens —= 


9 501 fuiſſe & Hominem, ex utroque genere permiſtum. Lactant. 
4. C. 13, . | * 


ling 
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ring to Petavins, who has collected their Teſtimo- 


nies f. 


Now, if you would but pleaſe to underſtand Medi- 


atorial worſhip conformably to this true, and antient 


conſe of Mediator; we might not perhaps deſpair of 
coming to ſome Terms of Agreement. For, Medi- 


”  orial Worſhip, thus underſtood, would nearly co- 


incide with what we call divine. It would be wor- 
ſhipping Chriſt becauſe, with the human Nature, He 
is poſſeſſed allo ot the divine, and is therefore ſtrictly 


and properly adorable, as well as the Father. 


But Mediator may be conſidered alſo in reſpect of 
Office, without conſidering the Nature at all: And 
This, I preſume, is the Senſe you conrend for. Ac- 
cordingly, for the moſt part, by Mediatorial worſhip, 
you ſeem to intend ſome inferior kind of worſluip 
payable to our Lord conſidered as mediating, or as 
exccuting the Office of a Mediator between God and 
Man. Now, we muſt confeſs that Chriſt is really 
Mediator by Office, as well as by Natare: But how 
this can ever juſtify you in making a mew, and an infe- 
rior worſhip, and calling it mediatorial, we underſtand 
not. Fanciful Men will have their Peculiarities : 
And it 1s a wonder to me, you have not yet invented 
twenty ſeveral kinds of worſhip , ſuperior and infe- 
rior, for God the Father. For the purpoſe; you 
may conſider Him as King, and ſo you may preſent 
Him with Regal worſhip; or as King of Kings, and 
then it will be Swper-regal, You may conſider Him 
5 ſ*4ge, your particular Juggs and fo preſent Him 
with judicial worſhip : But if you conſider Him far- 
ther as judge of all Aen, nay, and as judge of An- 
gels, or of the whole Syſtem of Creatures, the wor- 
ſhip will be then moſt highly, and ſuperlatively jadi- 
cial, You may next conſider Him as creator, τ¹M0ν“U, 
without an Article, and then you are to preſent Him 
(pardon the Novelty of the Phraſe) with creatorial 


+ Dogm. Th. Tom. 5. Part 2. 
; | worſhip 
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worſhip : But if you conſider Him farther 4; 77, 
Creator, d mwTrs, with an Article, the worthip then 
becomes eminently creatorial. You may next confide; 
Him as Protector, as Deliverer, or Defender, 14 
each of Theſe in a higher, or a lower Senſe: Arg 
hence may arife as many ſeveral worſhips. Nay, when 
your Hand is in, every Attribute you conſider Hin 
under, will be a diſtinct Foundation of a particyly 
worſhip: And ſo you will have worfhips innumeribl;, 
to pay to one and the ſame Perſon. But you will fy, 
that Theſe many worjhips are all but one worſhip of 
the One divine Father under variety of Concegti- 
ons. Right: And ſo, tho' the Son be conſidered a 
Alediator, as Fudge, as Creator, as King, &c. in our 
worſhip of Him, Theſe are all but one worſhip of 
the one divine Son, under variety of Conceptions, 
The worſhip then both of Father and Son centring 
in This, that They are Both divine, This makes it 
divine worſhip: And divine worſhip being one with 
wr ſelf, it is very manifeſt that the worſhip of Both is 
One. 
Aye but, ſays the learned * Doctor, There is an Al- 
ration due to Criſt as Mediator, which cannot p- bi be 
paid to the one ſupreme God; ſupreme Father He meins. 
And what is there in This, more than an affected 
manner of expreſſing what every body allows, that 
Father and Son have diſtin& perſonal Characters, and 
Offices? He need not have gone thus round about: 
The ſhorter way would have been to divide Adoration 
into two ſorts, Paternal and Filial; and to plcad that 
one of Theſe orſhips can never be paid to the Suu, 
any more than the other to the Father, becauſe the 
Son mult never be conſidered as Father, nor the Fa- 
ther as Son. But had the Doctor remembered that 
Both may be conſidered as divine, and that 4ivins 


* See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 343. 20 Ed. 
Modeſt Plea, &c. continued, p. 33: : 
worſuip 


wiſe ſuc 
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worſhip is but one, He might have perceived that 
there is no foundation for the To worſhips which 
He is introducing : Unleſs He has a mind to bring in 
Hundred worſhips as well as Two; which may be 
eaſily done in the way He has taken. The Truth of 
the Caſe is this: Worſhip has an immediate reſpe* to 
the Divinity of the Perſon to be worſhipped. That 
muſt be preſuppoſed in all religious worſhip : Other- 
5 worſhip is Idolatry ; as hath been proved. 
This Foundation being laid, whatever perſonal Cha- 
raters, or Offices we conſider the Perſon worſhipped 
under; Divine goes along with all: It is a divine 
Mediator, a divine Prieſt, a divine Prophet, a divine 
King: And fo our worſhip of Him never wants its 
proper Object, never moves from its proper Foun- 
dation, but remains conſtantly the ſame. Our con- 
ſidering the Son under the Character, or Office of 
Mediator, does not hinder us from conſidering Him 
35 God at the ſame Time; (indeed Mediator, in 
ſtrictneſs, implies it) any more than our conſidering 
the Father as King, Fudge, Preſerver, or Rewarder, 
hinders us from conſidering Him alſo as divine. 

All the Acts and Offices of Chriſt, relative to us, are 
only ſo many manifeſtations of his Goodneſs, Power, 
Wiſdom, and other Attributes, which Attributes are 
founded in his divine Nature, which Nature is com- 
mon to the Father and Him: Thus all our Acknow- 
ledgments center and terminate in one and the fame 
divine Nature; and all the particular worſhips amount 
to no more than one worſhip, one divine worſhip be- 
longing equally to Both. 

Having thus far cleared my way, I may now pro- 
ceed to examine what you have done under T his 
Query. But I ſhould firſt obſerve to the Reader, 
what you have not done; that He may be the more 
fully apprized of your manner of Diſputation: 
which is to onſwer Difficulties, by {lipping them over 
without notice, 


I urged 
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I urged the great Deſign of the Law, and of jj, 
Goſpel, to exclude inferior, as well as other fire, 


Deities: You take no notice. I urged, that «©, 
Miracles could not ſuffice for the introducing 4 


ther God: You are profoundly ſilent. I plezc.4 orf 
that the Reqſons of worſhip which God inſiſts upon * 
are ſuch as exclude all Creatures: Not a Word 4 you 
you give in an{wer. I ſhowed, (p. 238.) that Any cor 
Man, with your diſtinction of ſoveraign and inf; fa 
worſhip, might have eluded every Law about a. Vi 
ficing to the true God only: You have nothing t» 7 
ſay to it. I pleaded the impropriety of ab/olwie 1nd 
relative Sacrifice *, Vows, Oaths, &c. Not a Syll] 1 
do you reply. I pleaded ſeveral Texts of Scriptur, th 
and ſeveral Examples againſt Creature-worſbip, ad z 
againſt your Diſtinction made from the /atention of W 
the worſhipper: All is paſs'd over. I farthcr preſſed m 
you with the Prad ice and Principles of the primitise N 
Martyrs ; of which you take no Notice. You han pt 
indeed ſomething to oppoſe in favour of the oth: 7, 
{1de of the N But is it y Buſineſs only, to ti 


anſwer Objections? I thought, you had undertoo 7 
to anſwer Queries; to clear ſomething, and not 16 i 
be always in the way of puzzling. But let us fee t 
however what you have in the way of Objection, | t 
have anſwered your two principal 'Plcas alrcady : | 

am now to ſeek for ſome of the lighter Pretences 0 
You find fault with me (p. 357.) for making th: 
Nature of God, not the Perſon, the object of wor- 


* Sacrifice, without diſtinction of ↄbſolute and relative, fuprems WE : 
and inferior, the outward Act of facrificing, was always coe 
upon as appropriate to God. Now, Prayers were of the ane 
import with Sacrifice, in the primitive Church, and eſfteeme! 
Them as the pureſt and beſt Sacrifices. 

See Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 340. Jeb, 

Irenzus, I. 4. c. 17 p. 249. 
Clem. Alex. p. 848. 
Tertull: ad Scap. c. 2. 
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ſhip. But, what if I make Three Perſons the oh- 


ject (which is the Truth of the Caſe) on account of 


EA divine Nature? Is there any thing more abſurd 


in This, than in your making Ore Perſon, on account 


' of his Perfections, that is of his Natzre? And where 


is the Difference between You and Me, but that 
you worſhip individual living Subſtance which You 
confine to One Perſon; and 1, individual living Sub- 
fance, which I ſuppoſe common to more Perſons? 
You the To S in one Perſon; I the To gels in 
more than one? | 

You ſay, the Texts of the Old Tiſtament relate not 
to an indefinite Perſon; but definitely to the Perſon of 
the Father. Let many of them (in the judgment cf 
all Antiquity) relate ro the Perſon of the Son, as we 
have ſeen before: And that none of them are ever 
meant indefinitely, is what you can never prove *. 
However, if you could, you would {till be far from 
proving your Poinr. For, ſuppoſing God, or Feho- 
24h, to be always taken perſonally, ſometimes deno- 
ting the Perſon of the Son, abſtracting from the Con- 
ſideration ot the Father, and ſometimes denoting the 
Perſon of the Father, abſtracting from the Conſidera- 
tion of the Son; it might ſtill be nevertheleſs true 
that Jehovah is One, both Father and Son. 

You attempt, (p. 3 Co.) to prove that the worſhip 
of the Son is ſubordinate, mediate, relative. You quote 
lieb. i. 6. and infer that the Angels are to worthip Him, 
uit as ſupreme, but by the command of the Father. 


Wonderful! that if the Father has cver commanded 


iy one to worſhip Himſelf (as He often has) his wor- 
ſnip thereſore is not ſapreme. Has not our Saviour 
remanded us to Worſhip the Father; is his worſhip 
there ore not ſupreme? Sure, Arguments mult run 
very low with you, or you would not tritie at this 
ate. As to Zeb. i. 9. I have anſwered it above: And 
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as to John v. 23. Chriſt is not worſhipped becyys, 
God committed Judgment to Him: But God commit 
ted it to Him tor this End and Purpoſe, that Bla 
might be ſenſible of the Dignity and Divinity of ln 
Perſon, and thereupon worſhip Him. The Erophec 
of Daniel, (Chap. vii. 13,) ſpeaks of a Kingdoin, 180 
a Dominion, in a particular Senſe; as 1 Cor. xy, {perk 
of a Kingdom to be received by the Father: Thi; j 
all Occonomical, and makes nothing for your pur: 
But your Argument is calculated tor the Sociaian Hy. 

theſis, rather than the Arian. The antient An 
would have condemned ſuch Men as you, for their lo 
Thoughts of our Saviour. They did not worſhy 
Him meerly as having a Judgment or a Kingdom con. 
mitted ro Him, but as being Creator *. Yeu throy 
together, (y. 361, 362.) a multitude of Texts, pr. 
ving only that Chriſt is Mediator. Docs any Chrriſt. 
an doubt of it? There is not a Syllable about a. 
and relative, ſoveraign and inferior Prayer: Which i; 
what yu were to ſhow. A Mediator may be a vin 
Mediator notwithſtanding : And fo all your Pretcncs 
vaniſh into Air. And what if it be ſaid, (Rev. v. 9, 12) 
Worthy is the Lamb that was flain to receive Paus, 
and Riches, and Wiſdom, and Strength, and Honour, 
and Glory: And if it be ſaid, unto Him that lid 
115, and waſhed ns, &c. be Glory and Dominion, Roi. j 
5, 6. What are we to learn frem thence & Hco: 1: 
nothing ſaid of the Foundation of worthip : Hut th 
Peron is deſcribed under his proper and pecuitar Chi 
racters, and ſuch as may recommend Him to cur. 
fections. Not a word is there of Afediaterial vio 
ſhip, or of any Thing like it. Ard if his being G04 
cr God ſapreme, be not aſſigned as the Neœaſon fer 


_ worſhipping Him, doth it therefore follow that He 


15 not to be worſhipped as God ſupreme? By the ſeme 


* Chriſtum Colimus ut Creatorem. Serm. Arian, ap. Avnuſcn 
. 623. laximin. ap. Auguſt. p. 693. 
Argument, 
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Argument, you might as well prove that neither is 


the Father to be worſhipped as Supreme God, We 
nd it ſaid, (Eph. iii. 20, 21.) Uno Him that is 
able to do exceeding abundantly above all that we ak or 
think, according to the Power that worketh in us; 
ito Him be Glory in the Church by Chriſt Jeſus, &c. 
The Reaſon here alhgned for worſhipping the Fa- 
ther, is not his being ſapreme God, but only his be- 
ing able to do more than we can a of Thin So a- 
gun in the Book of Revelations (Ch. xix. 1, 2.) Sal- 
vation, and Glory, and Honour, and Power unto the 
Lord our God; for true and righteous are his Tudg- 
ments, &c. Here the Reaſon aſſigned is not his 
being ſupreme God, but his being true and righteous. 
Azan, in Chapter the iv, Verſe the 11%, They 
at worthy , O Lord, to receive Glory, and Honour, and 
Power : For Thou haſt created all Thinss, and for thy 
Pleaſure They are, and were created. Here the Rea- 
ſoa aſſigned for worſhipping the Father, is not that 
He is ſupreme God, but that He created alll Thiags 
for his Pleaſure: Which Reaſon, tho' not expreſsly 
applied in This manner to God the Son, is yet equally 
applicable in Virtue of Z7eb. i. 10. and Col. i. 16. I own 
that ſapreme God is implied in this laſt Title of Creator : 
Which however is equally true, either of Father or Son. 
I obſerved in my Sermons *, how frequent it is for 
the Father Himſelf to inſiſt upon what He had 
done for Men; claiming their Worthip upon Thoſe 
moving Reaſons, or Motives: And what Won— 
der is it, if ſome much greater, and more endearing 
Works of God the Son be mentioned as Morives 


to our Worſhip of Him? The Foundation ſtill of 


Worſhip ſtands as before ; which is wholly to be 
reſolved into the infinite Excellency and Divinity of 


his Perſon ft. You pretend to ſay, that the Worſhip 


* Sermons, p. 176. 177. 
Lee the Preface ta my Sermons, p. 47, 48. 


of 


3 
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of the Father is founded principally in his ſupreme, in- 


Per 
pendent, underived Power, &c. If you mean any T hing WF by 
contrary to Me, you mean, on his Self - exijtence, x any 
being unbegotien, as diſtiact from Weceſſary - exiſtew, MW war 
Show me one Text of Scripture for it, at your leiſure, the 


You do not pretend any: But you ſpeak of all 44. 
tiquity; not knowing what you ſay, nor whercf 
you affirm. You ſhould have ſhown me who, and 
what Antients ever founded his Worſhip in his being 
Father, or unbegotten; and not in his being God. 
After abundance of trifling, you come at length 
ro make fome Reply to what I had urged from A. 
1t:quity*: Only you firſt take notice of my charging 
you with ſlipping over a Difficalty , by putting He- 
nour, an ambiguous Word, inſtead of Forſhip and 
Adoration. The Reafon I had for it, 1s, that Mr. 
ip, and Adoratioa ſtand for exterior Abs; wheres 
+ lonour m3y ſtand for either interior or exterior, and 
therefore more ambiguous, Exterior Acts have 
their Signifcation fixed and determined by Circum- 
ſtances, and do not depend upon the [ztcarion of the 
Mind to make their Signification higher and lower; 3 
mental Honour docs. This therefore was the Reaſon 
of my blaming you for changing Worfhip into He 


nour. The Difference of thele Two is eaſily ſeen We *! 
in This Inftance: E qualiiy, and Inequality of Honour tl 
are proper Expreſſions: But Equality or Inequality Vi 
of Sacrifice (an outward Act) is very improper. ( 
Now, our Diſpute was about outward Atts. The i 
Foundation I went upon was This; that in order WWF © 
to have God's Authority and ſuperlative Excellency ! 
owned, there ſhould be ſome outward visible Atts, | 


which we call Worſhip, appropriated to God, to put 
a viſille Difference between God and the Creatwre. 


For, herein lies the Mauifeſlarion of. that inward 
Senſe we have of his ſuperlative Excellencies and 


* Defenje, p. 248, Pc. 
t Defenſe, p. 235, 152. 


Perfections 
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© perſections: And the confounding This Difference, 
by applying theſe peculiar and appropriated Acts to 
| any Creature, is the great Sin of /dolarry. The in- 
F ward Intention is of no Moment in this Caſe: For, if 


the outward Als be the fame, how then ſhall God 
be oynvardly diſtin uiſhed (as He ought to be) in 
the Honours paid ro Him, above the Creatures? 


| This Conſideration is alone ſufficient to cut off every 
F Plea and Pretence for offering Religious Worſhip to 


any bur God. You have firſt a Diſtinction of Su- 
reme and Inſerior, of ultimate and mediate Worſhip : 
But That is utterly unſerviccable, becauſe it would 
not ſo much as exclude the Worſhip even of Pagan 


© Deities (if conſideted as inferior) along with the 


true God. You may next ſay, that Worſhip ſhould 
not be paid to any inferior Gods that ſtand in Oppo- 
ſition to the true and ſupreme God: And yet nci- 
ther will This Reſtriction ſuthciently anſwer the 
Purpoſe ; ſince it does not exclude the Worſhip of 
Saints, or Angels, Friends of God, and not oppoſite 
to Him. You may retreat to a farther Reſtriction, 
that even inferior religious Worſhip muſt be paid to 
none but ſuch as God has nominated, and allowed to 
be worthipped : Which, you may think, will effec- 
tually exclude all but Chriſt. Bur after you have 
thus far followed your own Inventions, in your ſe— 
veral Reſtrictions, and Qualifyings of an abjolute 
Command; there is {till this invincible Reaſon againſt 


| them all, that, whereas there ought to be ſome pe- 
| culiar out2ward Acts (as Sacrifice was formerly) appro- 
| priated to God, as exterior Acknowledgments of 

Infinite Excellencies and Perfęctions above his Crea- 
| tures; by theſe Reſtrictions affl Limitations, all ſuch 
| Peculiarity of exterior Acknowledgments is taken away, 
| and it is made impoſſible even for God Himſelf to 
| preſcribe any. Now you ſee why I found Fault; and 
| that T had ſome Reaſon for it. But you ask me, 
| why then did I found Chriſt's Worſhip upon. John 1. 
z. Which ſpeaks only of Honour? The. Reaſon is 


his 


plain: 
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plain: If I am to honour the Son, even as I hy 
the Father; I muſt fignify it by the fame cν 
Expreſſions, that is by Worſhip. The Text then z 
very much to my Purpoſe; tho“ Honour and Ji. 
ſhip are not the ſame Thing, but differing a8 d. 
internal Thonght and the outward Manifeſt ation, Nyy 
let us come to the Artiexts, upon This Head g 
Worſhip. 

I thowed by plain Teſtimonies, what their Doc 
trine was; viz. to worſhip God alone, the Crury, 
in Oppoſition to the Creature. You take no Ny. 
rice of the laſt particular; becauſe it was very my 
terial, and preſſed hard upon your Scheme. Bu: 
you obſerve, by the alone God is evidently meant Ti; 
God and Father of all. J am perſuaded you, in the main, 
are right in your Obſervation: And now the Queſtion 
will be, whether when They propoſed the Father as the 
only God, they intended it in Oppoſition only to fall 
Gods, and Creatzre-Gods, admitting a Latitude in the 
excluſive Terms; or whether They intended any D. 
ſtinction of Morſlip, making it ſapreme and inferior, 
abſelute and relative, ullimate and mediate, This 151 
Queition which will admit of an cafy, and a certan 
Deciſion, upon a due Conſideration of Circum: 
ſtances. There are but two Ways of making This 
Matter out Either by admitting ſome Latitude in 
the excluſive Terms, ſo that the Father ſhall be un- 
derſtood to be the nh God in Oppoſition to Crea- 
tures and falſe Gods: Or by admitting ſome Diſtinc- 
tion and Degrees of Worthip , that ſupreme Wor- 
ſhip may be due to the Father as the hight! 
God, and inferior togghe Son as an inferior Deity. 
Now This, I fay, will Be eafily decided. If, when the 
Antients ſpeak of worſhipping one God, the Father, 
They either ſay, that He alone is to be Sovereigah, ot 
abſolutely worſhipped ; Or if They found his Title to 
worſhip upon his being Father, or unbegotten, rather 
than upon his being God; Or if They admit any 4. 
ferior God, or Any other God beſides the Father 
then 


\l, 
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then you will have ſomething to plead from the Au- 
nens for your Opinion. Bur, on the other Hand, 
1 They never mention 29 Morſbips, or two Gods; 
if They mean, when They ſpeak of Worſhip 
25 due to God alone, not ſovereign Worſhip only, 
but all religious Worſhip 3 if They ſuppoſe the Son 
not to be another God, but one God with the Father; 


and if They intimate their Intention to be to ex- 


clude Creatures, or falſe Gods, not God the Son; 
then the Caſe will be manifeſt, that They uſed the 
excluſrve Terms, not with utmoſt Strictneſs, but with 
a proper Latitude; and This will be the true Way 
of interpreting the Aztients, That This latter is 
rally the Caſe, is evident to every Man that is at 
all converſant with the Antients: And He that 


thinks otherwiſe muſt either never have read them, 


or have read them with very little Judgment. Their 


| Way was to ſpeak of the One God in Oppoſition to 


all talſe Deities; and by the Oue God They meant 
principally the Father, as firſt in Conception, and 
fit in Order; but always with a Reſerve for the Son 
and Holy-Ghoſt, reckoned to Him, and included in Him: 
So that the Father conſidered with what naturally be- 
longed to Him, was the Oze God of the Chriſtians 
in Oppoſition to all Other Deities. This is ſo clearly and 
ſo evidently the current and prevailing Notion of the 
Antients, that I ſcruple not to ſay, that They who 
ſe not This, fee nothing. I ſhall briefly conſider 
the Teſtimonies I before gave, and then conclude 


This Article. 


Tuſtin Martyr fays, God alone is to be morſſip- 


ged. He does not ſay ſovereignly, or abſolmety, 


but barcly worſhipped : Neither does He fay , wor- 
ſhip Him alone as ſupreme God, to inſinuate any in- 


fir God: And therefore it is evident that Faſtin 


| 4 Q.\ \ \ x \ \ , 
TY Oey pes .us FECTRY) s he), Apol. I, C. 23. T:y 3255 PALE 
% T7 sun. C. 21. 
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was not in your Scheme of to Gods, and two 77M 

ps, but in mine of one God and one Morſiip; con. 
dering the Father primarily as the one God, not exc), 
five of the Son. 

Athenagoras * lays the Strefs upon worſhipping 
the Creator, in Oppoſition to Creatures: 80 thy 
it is plain He was in my Principles, not Yours: 
Beſides that He ſays nothing of ſovereign and inen 
Morſhip. 

Theophilus + ſpeaks of Worſhip ſimply, not f 
reign lone as due to God alone: And the Reason 
He gives why the e is not to be worſhipped i; 
not becauſe he is not underived, or unbegotten, but be. 
cauſe he is not God. 

Tatian * denies Worſhip (not ſovereign Worſhip 
only) to the Creatures. 

Tertullian {+ is cxprels againſt any inferior Worſt, 
any Worſhip at all but to the ove God; in which 
one God, as every Body knows, He includes all th: 
three Perſons. 

Clemens Alexandrinus d has not a Word that Jooks 
favourable to the Diſtinftion of Supreme and inferia 
Worſhip ; but He confines all Worſhip to the Gr 
ator, excluding all Creatures from it, making no . 
dium between Creator and Creature. 


* Os rte, dA Tov TEXMITHI 45TZ Te:Txumriey, At ken. p. 55 
& 7a awe eee 6 FEOUT tut, AA Tov Ac 7% I 
bromwrm. p. 56. 
Al mi 2 Teen wu; Tor Banniu 3 7s 8% ele 72 TEST KDE," iges 
- £95 5 * ty, * derbe vg, &c. Theoph. p. 30. n «44? 
£59 £57 TE KUvERS, AA 1 20 9.8. Theoph. p- 33. £7 
* Anu Vu Thy 3 aur ae rt nm jacw Uνανν TETHY 1 O 
g.. Tatian. p. 18. iE I r, gaixcciwr Thy vmugra £1 
Ted rim, EC p. 79. | 
++ Quod colimus Deus unus eft. Tertul. Apol. c. 17. Iz 
ſcribitur mihi ne quem Alium Deum dicam, ne quem Aliuim © 
doſem, aut quequo modo venerer, præter unicum illum qui 103 
mardat. Scor piace. c. 4. Confer Prax. c. 31. Orat. c. 2. 6% 
ot Albalpinxi. 
§ Sze the Paſſages in my Peſenſe, p. 249. Comp. p. 12 5 
YOM 
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reneus * ſpeaks of adoring or worſhipping; but 
d not a word of Sovereign, or abſolute Adorition: And 
„it is reaſon ſufficient with Him againſt the worthip 
of Any thing, that it is a Creature: Which you take 


0 notice of... : | 
1 Origen t alſo is expreſs againſt the worſhip of any 
* Creature 3 Which you obſerve not, tho' before hint- 


1 ed. Neither does He ſpeak of ſupreme worſhip, but 
al worſhip, when He confines it to the Creator, to 
the divine Nature, To Oel, to the eternal and uncrea- 
ned Nature of God. You pretend, that To Ye is a 
WF 6gurative way of ſpeaking for 0 9ecs, like the King's 
*& WF 14ajefty for The King, p. 356. But I affirm, on rhe 
_ WT contrary, (which is ſufficient againſt your bare At- 
WW firmation) that it generally, if not always, ſignifies the 
dine Nature, or Subſtance **, conſidered as the Sub- 
„jet of divine Perfections. 
ich As to Origen in particular, in his Piece againſt 
the Celſus, I know not that He any where uſcs the 
E Phraſe of To Seiov, but where it cither muſt, or 
may bear the Senſe I contend for. See p. 158, 159, 
226, 321, 374, 375,376, 377, 392. And, I think, 
if what Origen has in Page 342, be well conſidered, 
it may {uthce to determine the Diſpute about the 


Senſe of To Jua in Him. For there He plainly uſes 


* Dominum Deum tuum adorare oportet & ipfi ſoli ſervire, & 
non credere ei qui falſo promiſit ca quæ non ſunt ſua; Her om- 
þ 12 tibi dabo, ſs procidens adoraveris 1:5. Neque enim Conditia 
lub ejus Poteſtate eſt, quandoquidem && ip'e uuus de creaturis cit. 
lien. p. 320. 

7 See the Paſſages collected in my Defenſe, p. 250, 251. 

*The Reader may fee ſeveral plain Examples in Gregory Ny/ſ. 
| coutr, Eunom. It is not worth the while to ſcarch or c! nany 
| Authorities for a known Thing, which no body converiant in 
the Greek Fathers can doubt of. | 

Greg. Nyſſ. p. 89, 92, 145, 147, 161, 162, 165, 166, 167, 
168, 170, 180, 181, 191, 203, 264, 281, 291, 294, 301. 


02. 303, 319, 327, 329, 412, 427. 478. 47, 453 
457. 471. 


D d d Ti 
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Jet to denote That which is divine in our Lore, 


(as diſtinguiſhed from his human Nature) viz. The 
Only-begotten of God; intimating that his Subſtance i; 
very different in that ref 4 : AN 0 Tg TgT8, 
% Ins Songs auT8, Nils 57, TAga TW Ti TH . 
Pers A N Tov Ine aibeens, And He aftcrwar; 
gives the Name of T8 Sein, to That very Divinin, 
or divine Nature, which He ſuppoſes in our Lord to. 


gcther with the Manhood &. 
The like may be ſaid of Clemens's uſe of the Phra, 


who likewiſe includes the Son in the To Sd +, ;; 
obſerved above xX. Other Places ++ of Clemens, whey: 
the Phraſe is alſo uſed, may be comparcd at leiſure, 
To Sd, and b Yes may ſometimes indiffcrenth 
ſtand for each other: But a judicious Reader may 
often obſerve To S to be uſed where 5 Zecs would 
be very improper, and ſo vice verſa. God conlidered 
ſubſtantially, as Res divina, is the proper Notion of 
To Stig [Se yes or Jay ru,] and not confi 
dered according to perſonal Characters, Acts, or Ofhcs, 
It would be improper to ſay, for inſtance, that the 
To Jaden begat, or ſent his Son, or did Acts of Au. 
cy, or the like. I nccd not give more Inſtances: An 
intelligent Reader will caſily perceive, from the Cir- 


\ — . 5 
cumſtances, where To Je is the more proper Phraſe 
c \ . 
and where 9 Jto5. To return to Origen. 


* / / * "To 
You tranſlate @yev7oy voy in Origen), unoriginat 


* 


Nature, inſtead of uncreated Nature: Which 1s the 
conſtant Senſe of atyt#yymy in That Treatiſe of Origen, 


oproſed to unroy, 2 Name for created, mutable, and 
periſhing Things. You have no Inſtance in all Catho- 


* T Tre Tov Inogv Tovur K fu vevonTeu Jeemm iv airs 
T:%;;0:7%, tv 07:6, 5 8 p26 have T4 mig Tov 952 im. Ong: 
P. 343+ | 

f Clem. Alex. p. 451. 

* * Zuery VIII. | 

tf Clem. Alex. p. 50, 53, 58, 113, 704, 779, 829, $36, 54! 
845 , 848. 


5 Orig. contr. Celſ. p. 189. lick 
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ick Antiquity where Worſhip is put upon the wnderi- 
F vedueſs of the Father, any farther than as it implies 


-exiſtence: Nor a ſingle Example to prove a 
No of Two worſhips, one ſupreme, and the o- 


ther inferior. Some Pretences of yours relating hereto 


will be examined in the next Quem. 
QUERY XVII. 


' Wiether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and Adoration 


be not equally due to Chriſt ; and conſequently, 

whether it muſt not follow that He is the One 

God, and not (as the Arians ſuppoſe) a di- 

ſtinci inferior Being? 

OU here begin with repeating your Argument 
from the perſonal Characters, J, Thou, He: 


Which has been often anſwered. You go on, (y. 


368.) to argue for Mediate worſhip, becauſe the wor- 
{ip of the Son is to the Glory of the Father. I 
might here inſiſt upon it (as an ingenious Gentleman 
* hath lately done) that the Words, xo Inos 
Nets eis IF Jes mares, may be juſtly rendred, 
The Lord Feſus Chriſt is (or Jeſus Chriſt is Lord) in 
the Glory of God the Father : Which renditag, agree- 
able to the Jralick, and ſome other Verſions, would 
intirely defeat your Argument. But, allowing the 
common Conſtruction, and that the worſhip of God 


| the Son termiuates in God the Father; ſtill it is ma- 
| -nifeſt, for that very Reaſon, that it is not an inferior 
| worſhip, becauſe then it could not terminate in the 
Father, being unworthy of Him. Nor indeed can 
| ay Act of worſhip extend to Both, unleſs Both 


* My. Wade's ſhort Inquiry into the Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 55. 
N. B. Cyprian, Novatian, Hilary, and other Latins, ſo read and 


underſtand Phil. ii. 11. 


'O a e e d HANK $5 Doty $35 KETC, Epiphan. p. 
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bo one Object, as before ſhown, As to the ſame Ad gf 
worſhip, being conſidered as ultimately reſting in thy 
Father, it is becauſe the divine Nature to which the 
worſhip 1s paid, 1s conſidered primarily in the F.. 
ther, tho* belonging equally to Both. You ch. 
ject that, by This Account, no worſhip is pail 
to the Father, but to the Subſtance or Eſſence of the 
Father. Ridiculous; as if worthipping the divine 
Subſtance as perſonalized in the Father, were not the 
lame thing with worſhipping the Father's Perſon. Pray, 
What is the Perſon of the Father but living, acting, 
intelligent Sabſtauce? Do you mean, by intelligas 
Aae, intelligent and acting Nothing? All I 
you fay, is perſonal; And I ſay every Perlon is d. 
ftauce : therefore worſhip may as well be called . 
ftantial, as perſonal, amounting, in this Caſe, to the fame 
Thing. And if worſhip be paid to Three Peron, is 
it not truly perſonal, as well as when paid to ont! 
Your Quotation from Bp. Pearſon is nothing to the 
Point in hand, but wide and foreign as poitible, | 
had obſerved, in my Defenſe, that you had many 
things to ſay, in hopes to leſſen the Honour attributed 
to the Son in Scripture. Upon This, you go ſolenn— 
ly to Prayers : I pray God forgive you the Injury you her 
do we. I thank you for your charitable Prayer, it really 
uch. But had you put it up from your Cloſer, inſtead of 
ſending it from the Preſs; there would have been |: 
Suſpicion either of Aﬀettation or Malice in it. As 
keen a Satyr, and as bitrer a Revenge may appear in 
the ſhape of a Prayer, as in Any other Form. The 
great Injury, it ſeems, lies only in the word Hopes; 
an Expreſſion perhaps not ſo exactly proper, or accu- 
rate: A candid Conſtruction of it, would have been 
a much ſurer Token of a forgiving, and charitabl 
Teniper, than this unuſual ſally of Devotion thrown 
out upon ſo ſlight an Occaſion. But ler us paſs on. 

You tell me, (p. 371) of building my Notion of n- 
ligious worſhip npon Metaphyſical ſpeculations : Which 
is doing me a great Injury, and lying your oe 
Sa =; auirs 


8. 


u. XVII. of ſome QUERIES. — 


TY - ro my charge. I build my Notion upon plain 
the 3 4 h ſuffrage of Antiquity, (till 
the the Time that praying to Saints, and Angels came in) 
F: Ind upon the Principles and Practices of the Jews 
ob. before Chriſt; who always looked upon Creature- 


aid WF verb as Idolatry. You build your difſezt to ſuch 
the I cloud of Witneſſes upon nothing, that I can yet 
Ine perceive, but ſome Metaphyſical Speculations about Self- 
the eri hence, Generation being an Act, Acts being all 
ay, WW 15s of the Mall, neceſſary Generation being Coaction, 
ne, end the like. And when, in the ſtrength of theſe 
en Speculations » you have diſcarded God the Son from 
5 the one Godhead ; then you have recourſe to ſuch 
1b. principles as Pag ans firſt, and Papiſts ſince, have 
10. made uſe of in favour of Jaolatry, to bring in the 
me worſhip of the Son, at a Back-door; inſtead of fix- 
ine it where Scripture, and Antiquity, and all ſober 
ne? Ciritians have ever fixed it. You ask me, if I 
the WF really thin that the worſhip of the Father does as much 
[ termixate finally in the Son, as the wor ſhip of the Son 


ny terminates finally in the Father? But let me ask you; 
id W Do you really think that any Creatzre-Worſhbip , any 
an- inferior wor ſhip terminates in the Father? I have ſhown 
bere you that it docs nor, and cannot. Your own Argu- 
lly ment therefore turns upon yourſelf. Either the ſup- 
of WW poſed inferior worſhip terminates in the Son, and then 
leß it is ultimate; or it terminates in the Father, and 


As WF then it is ſupreme : Chuſe which you pleaſe. I fay, 
what I take to be Senſe and Truth, that it terminates 
in the divine Nature, conſidered primarily in the Fa- 
ther, and derivatively in the Son: And now all is 
night. You ask, if the Son's glorifying the Father means 
| the very fame Thing with the Father's glorifying the 
KL? Yes, the very ſame Thing: How can you 3 
| of it, when you read John xvii. 1. And as to Phil. ii. 
9. I queſtion not its meaning being the very ſame. 

I allowed, that Prayers are gexerally to be offered 
| rather through, than to the Son, becauſe of his being 
| Mediator, You ask, how This is conſiſtent with the 
; | : allowing 


Natures in Theſe Cafes? Only the worſhip, as th 
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allowing no diſtinction of mediate, and ultimate yy. 
ſhip ? You ſhould have ſhown how it is ixconſjtew, 
But you chuſe rather to amuſe your Reader wih 
Words, where you give Him no diſtinst Ideas. E. 
ther the Son is not worſhipped in This Cale, or E. 
15 worſhipped: If He 1s not, there is no nediae vo. gun 


ſhip; it He is, then in worſhipping the Father ure 


Him, his Divinity, and eſſential Union with the Faths inn 
( which alone can render our ſervices accepted, ne 
unite us to God) are at the ſame Time acknowledged, hat 
And ſo the worthip of Both is One, being an A... 
knowledgment of the ſame divine Exccllencics unde 
a diſtinction of Perſons, and Offices. Where do you 
find two differen Worſhips, more than two differen 


nature, being one, is conſidered primarily in the F. 
ther, and ſecondarily in the Son: This is al you cn 
make of it. You will never prove any thing of js 
ferior worſhip, unlefs you can firſt prove the Natue 
of the Son ro be inferior to the Father. Why thin 
do you not come to the pinch of the Queſtion, m- 
ftcad of amuſing us with little Cavils wide of th: 
Point? You fall to your ufual quibbling with aral 
Eſſence, which has been often anſwered, You pro- 
cced ro repeat your Pretence about derived and und 
rived; which indeed makes, in a manner, the 
ſum total of your Reply; having little clic to u. g 
treat to when preſs'd. Vet you Jove not Meth. ih: 
cal ſpeculations. Let us fee, however, what Thee c 
curious Things are: That is, either derived q 
underived are the ſame, and the Son has the undt- 
rived Perfettions of the Father derivatively : or «| 
Self-exiſteuce and underived Self- ſufficiency are no Fel. 
feclion at all, Here is nothing in This Matter but 
quibbling upon the Word Same; which muſt ad- 
mit of a cloſer, and larger Senſe: Or elle there 1s 
no ſuch Thing as ſame Subfance, or ſame Perfection 
in the World: I am fure in your way of conſider- 


ing every thing as exteaded, there is not. 17 
| | 75 Wel 


899 


pho, — — 


r 
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then more directly; the Perfections of the Fa- 
and of the Son are equal, and the fame in kind 
differing in the manner of exiſting, anderivative- 


Wer 
cher 


4 and derivatively: And They are alſo the ſame 


* Number , by reaſon of their inſeparable Unity, 
and Co- exiſtence. That Union is ſufficient to 1 
Camene/i, numerical Sameneſs, you muſt allow, as I 
ve often hinted: Otherwiſe How do you ſuppoſe 
& umerable extended Parts of Subſtance to make 
dne numerical Subſtance? Or will you venture to bays 
that they are the ſame ſpecifically, and no otherwile, 
making many Subſtances in aumber, tho' the ſame in 
h? Thele Aetaphyſical ſubtleties therefore ought 
to be diſmiſſed, as being of no uſe in our preſent 
Queſtion. The ſame Subſtance, or the ſame Perfec- 
tow may be both derived and underived; allowing 
ſuch a Senſe of Same as you admit, your ſelf, in o- 
ther Caſes. 

I charged you with begging the Queſtion all the 
way, as confounding a Diſtinction of Perſons with 
Difference of Nature. You have nothing to ſay to 
Nature. But what is the meaning of This ſhifting, 
but ſhutting your Eyes againſt a neceſſary Diſtinction, 
which at once diſcovers the Fallacy of your Reaſon- 
Pings, and leaves you utterly deſtitute of any farther 
Reply? It is not that you underſtand not Nature: 
But you underſtand it too well to be ever capable of 
getting over ſo clear and plain a Diſtinction. You 
E have nothing further worth Notice, till you come to 
| confider Antiquity, p. 375. 

| I began with Tuſtiz Marty, ſhowing that He 
maintains the worſhip of the Son; and upon wy Prin- 
| ciples, not hours. You cite ſome Paſſages out of 
Hmm to prove the contrary. I ſtand amazed at your 
| Note, p. 373. wherein you inſinuate, as if Juſtiu were 
| for the worſhip of Angels, nay, and had fer Them 
| before the Holy-Ghoſt, I little thought you would 
fall in with Bellarmine and other Roman = Catholichs , 
m an Interpretation which has been ſo often conſu— 


ted 
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ted by learned Proteſtants. I will not do over 5920 
what has been done to my Hands. Let the Reade 
conſult the Authors in the Margin*, upon That py, 
ſage of Faſtin. Tuſtin ſpeaks of honouring the * 
in the /ccond place: He does not ſay with inf 
worſhip : He ſays expreſsly ſecond in Order. Hz lays 
alſo, that the Word, who is of the uncreated, or jy. 
ceſſary-exiſting God t ( intimating thereby, as I con. 
ceive, The Neceſſary - exiſtence alſo of the a+ 
Himſelf ) we worſhip, and we love next after Cid 
Next in Order again, He does not ſay with ic. 
or worſhip, or inferior love. He adds the reafon v 
we are to love Him, namely, on account of his Mi 
rits in our Redemption. 


Your next Quotation from FJuſtin, proves only, 
that God has commanded his Son to be worſhipped: 
And ſo has Chriſt commanded us to worſhip his 
Father. What is This to the Point of izferior wor- 
ſhip ? 

Your laſt proves,, that we worſhip the Father 2% 
Chriſt; whicl. I readily admit. | 


What you ſay to Athenagoras, and Theophilus, re 
quires no farther Anſwer than what I have giv 
more than once. As to Tertullian, IJ have ſhown be- 
fore, that He is directly againſt inferior worlki,, 
You have nothing from Clemens, but that God i; 
worſhipped through Chriſt; which is wide of tis 


* Le Moyne Var. Sagr. Not. p. 180. 
Bull. D. F. p. 72. Op. Poſth. p. 962, 1037. : 
Cierici Hiſtor, Ecclef. p. 616. ar 
Nourr. Apparat. ad Bibl. Max. p. 414. 1 
A, to Angels being taught by God the Son, ſee | 
Cem. Alex. p. 769. 
Iren. p. 163. 
Cyril. Hieroſol. p. 90. Ed. Bened. i 
+ Te, */46 4770 diu, (leg. 4 tyre) * ITY Y op Jet thts 
Ta r F209 ge KUvS win, Y WyarG wy, m¹)]T , ON wage anilcwn 
ne, £74; v Tar rab Tor YET EV uh jatron, De PTD LEX 
id, Fenomramr. Apol. 2. p. 35. 


purpol, 2, 


Jos XV. of ſome QUERIES. ao 
} e. As to the Place cited by you out of his 
F- — it has been conſidered above *. 

Jreneus is plainly on my fide of the Queſtion, as 
gever making any diſtinction of ſupreme and inferior 
worſhip, never allowing worſhip to any Creature, 


aſſerting Father and Son together to be Ou God, and 


teſtifying that the ſame Acts of Adoration + under 


the Old Teſtament were applied to Both. You have 
two Obje tions to make againſt it, one that Vrenæus 
makes a Prayer ro God through Feſus Chriſt; which 
has no Difficulty: The other is, that every Knce, ac- 


© cording to the good pleaſure of the Father, is to bow 
1% Chriſt; which ſcarce carries the Face of an Ob- 


jection. For, why may not the Father, who, ac- 
cording to his good pleaſure, makes known Himſelf , 


and demands worſhip to Himſelf, do the like for his 
Son? 


Hitherto the Point in diſpute is clearly determined 
on my ſide, by Antiquity. Origen's Principles appear 


more diſpurable : But when He 1s rightly underſtood, 


He will be alſo an Advocate on the ſame fide. I thall 
fuſt lay down the Arguments on my fide, and vin— 


dicate the fame from your Exceptions: And then fhall 


conſider what Counter-evidence you have pretended 


| out of Him. 


1. In the firſt place, Origen declares fully againft 
the worſhip of all Creatures * whatever; clearly di- 


þ itinguiſhing the Son from the Creatures. 


This you ſay nothing to. 
2. The Reaſons which Origen founds worſhip on, 


pare applicable to the Son, as well as to the Father. 
/ / . ' 
| The uncreated Nature, &/wnT95 ucts, is adorable as 


ag. 94. 
Oi igitur a Prophetis adorabatur Deus virus; Hie eſt vivo- 


rum Deus & Verbum cjus, qui & loquutus eſt Moyſi. &c. 


ipe igitur Chriſtus cum Patre vivorum eſt Deus qui loquutus cit 
Moy, &c. Dc $33. | 


| ** See my Delenſe, p. 250, 258. 
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ſuch: But ſuch is the Nature of God the Son: 4 » 
have proved above, that He makes the Son aye MW « 
The Jpuspys TE crayròs, creator of the Univer i; Mi 
adorable as ſuch: But ſuch alſo is the Son. To th; g 
you object, (p. 380.) that the Father is primarily Cie. M pe 
tor (ſo you ought to have rendred arg rs INuwey ! 
and not primarily Maker) the Son only immediate Nu. . 
ker, at the Father's command. But a difference n 
Order, or Manner, makes no difference in the Thing D 
itſelf: Or if there be Any, the Son is more proper. bi 
ly Creator than the Father, according to the ſtring; e 
of the Expreſſion in Origen, Ie 
Origen's Doctrine is, that He who made all Tun WH th 
is adorable, as ſuch: And He aſſerts expreſily , tial 
the Son made all Things, the very Words *, Joe 
which you again object, that He made them at the f. 
Command of the Father : which I allow in ſuch Sc 
as the Antients meant it, explained above. But th: WM M 
Point of worſhip is not put upon the primary manne b 
of making, nor upon the commanding to make, by 0- 1 
rigen, but upon the waking : ſo that in This reſt 
there is no difference. a 
3. I farther pleaded Origen's ſuppoſing the Son to WF © 
be worſhipped, becauſe God f. And I have above pro [ 
ved“, that He is to be worſhipped as one God with 
the Father: Therefore their worſhip is one, not uu. 
worſhips, ſupreme, and inferior. 

4. I pleaded, laſtly, that the worſhip of Father 
and Son is inſeparably, and undividedly one, accord- 
ing to Origen. His Words are: „ Now He us WF» 
cc aſcended to the God of the Univerſe, who und-“ 
& widedly, inſeparably, wunpartedly worſhips Hin WWF.. 
% through the Son, the Word and Wiſdom of Cod; 


* See my Defenſe, p. 259. 
+ Origen. contr. Cell. p. 46, 4 
** Pag. 69, 10g. | 4 
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: ſeen in Jeſus, who alone brings Thoſe to Him that 
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© Tranſlation. 


other inſeparably. 
futher ſhows, that This muſt be his meaning; where 
He obſerves, that it is the Son only, who is the very 
and and Wiſdom of God (well therefore may He 


| M. A \ — \ e, — / 

2B, UTE el TO Tit ozv Tov TATE vowiCe, & T6 r ute 
T3 * * » 2 
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| n gibi y Tgarxumo4y, Cyrill. Catech. 11. p. 143. Ox. 


ce cc. 


vou were ſenſible how ſtrong this Paſſage was a- 
gainſt your Principles; and therefore endeavoured to 
ervert the Senſe, by foiſting in a Word into your 
You fay, with an undivided, undiſtracted. 
uarted Affection. Where do you meet with Aﬀec- 


on? Or how came it in here, where the Author 
; not talking of the wnditrattedneſs of our Aﬀettions 
but the andivided worſhip of Father and Son? He is 
© commenting on 1 Cor. viii. 9. where it is ſaid, one 
God of whom are all Things, and alſo one Lord 
| through whom are all things: And This made Him 


5 Or 


bring in the Diſcourſe of worſhipping one by the 
What follows in that Sentence, 


be undivided from God) that brings Men to God. 
This then may ſhow you what worſhipping the 
Father through the Son means in Origen : it is direct- 
ing the worſhip to the Father; but ſo as to look up- 
01 the Son as inſeparabiy worſhipped in the fame Act. 


I illuſtrated the Thought by a parallel place of the 
elder Cyril t, which you take no notice of. 


As M To: Toy ia mAn 927, 6 ho e S Adieigt ra, », 


TED auror ow ta & Ae TecT a"/ovT 0; dete d., J ges Noyes 
% ceglas ty To Inc Jewgs wire, &c. Orig. contr. Celſ. p. 382. 


* 


% 


| Ma yap toy i $6071;, x} d Torre wit Tien 16 ji d For Kun 
1 n — — \ 8 — 
(i, 1. Wi of of aired YWwopwirn TH FATE d Ar FLOTXUVAY, i 


Jun prxur, Athan. Orat. P. 3. P. 55. 


Dum ad ſolius Patris Perſonam Honoris Setmo dirigitur, bene 


 credentis Fide, Tota Trinitas honoratur: Et cum ad Patrem, Li- 
atis deſtinatur Intentio, Sacrificii munus omni Trinitati uno eo- 


* offertur Litantis Officio. Fulgent. ad Moni. I. 2. c. 5. 
zi. . 
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Having now ſeen what Origen's real and cen u 
Doctrine was upon This Head; it will be the ef in tl 
to take of the Force of your pretended Count. er e 
evidence from the ſame Origen. been 
There is but one Paſſage, in this whole Treatifs, ing : 


that looks at all favourable to your Principles; ind 


ene 
That being obſcure, and of doubtful meaning, ovghe Fro 
never to be ſct againſt am, and plain ones, but rathe; Orig 
ro be interpreted by Them. I gave a ſufficient An. Inte 
ſwer to it before, producing the Paſſage in the Mr. Son 
gin. You tell me that, for a very good Regen! WM mk 
thozght not fit to tranſlate it. I muſt own, I do nt not 
love to abound in Tranflations, only to fwell Page; Son 
while I ſuppoſe my ſelf writing more for the ule of ther 
Scholars, than for the Populace, who are ſcarce con- ſuc 
petent Judges of our Diſputes about Antiquity, I WW All 
perceive, you are very full of Tranſlations, out of Paſ] 
Euſebius eſpecially « as if you intended Show mot WF Pra 
than Any thing clſe: Tor, They are of no mar dire 
rcal Weight than if 1 were to tranſlate as much at mv 
Gt Hlicwanudcr, Athanaſius 1 Cyril the elder;, and cul 
throw it before the Readers. But This by the veg. ma 
return to Origen. The Paſſage, juſtly and Iitcraly WWF . 
rendred, runs thus: * All Supplication , and Prajo, Pri 


& and /xerceſ/ron, and Thanksgiving , are to be tet Th 
« up to the God over all, by the High-Pricſt, who ſo 


„is above all Angels, being the living Word, and ph: 
« God, And we may alſo offer Supphcation to the all 
e Nord Himſclt, and Interceſſion, and Thankſgiving Ur 
« and Prayer; if we can but underſiand how Prayer be 
« is taken in propriety of Speech, or in an impropi jer, 
& Senſe x. 
* [15 bs. Aras cond oY Hs 80 
Ile e C:90v {fp KAI Fe TEV L110, 2 irg, LM te 
ctv f ier To d 340% Ya, d SA Aν,ννẽãỹjů dar aphτù. iu. off 
Je Acrpov 5 Yi drt Of xa aired Þ Aoqgov, nat EvnVEc(ni% and 
wo rel Kt ti A army, A. T(omtvt g1n4 ve 92, tv Dy ef rc ge 
Th; v Tpodtvy,'s u ig x nam A e. Orig. CONT. Cel th 
I. 5. p. 233. 8 g 
Vidd. Bull D. F. Sect. 2. c. 9. p. 121 , 
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What I gather from This Paſſage, is, that Præpe- 
in the moſt proper Senſe, is to be underſtood of Pray- 
er directed immediately to the Father. This has 
deen the moſt uſual and common Method of Pray- 
in; Wherefore this kind of Praying has obtained 
generally the Name of Prayer, and is what the 
Word Prayer has been ordinarily uſed ro mean. 
Origen does not ſay, that the Prayers, Supplications , 


| Interceſſions , and Thanksgivings, offered to God the 


Son, are none of them properly ſo called; but He 


makes his Remark upon Prayer only: And He does 


not ſay, that even Prayer, when directed to God the 
Son, is not proper divine Worſhip, or that it is Ano- 


| ther worſhip, or an inferior worſhip: Nor can an 


ſuch Conſequences be juſtly drawn from his Words. 
All that we are obliged to grant, in virtue of This 
Paſſage, is that one part of divine Worſhip called 


 Prajer, is moſt properly and emphatically Prayer, when 


direited to the firſt Perſon of the God-head; in as 


much as That Method of prayinz has been moſt 


cuſtomary and prevailing, and has thereby, in a 
manner, engroſſed the Name of Prayer to it ſelf: Juſt 


t 25 Addreſſes, by being moſt commonly offered to a 


Prince, come at length, by uſe, to mean Axareſſes of 
That kind only; and then Aaareſſes to others are not 
ſo properly Adareſſes. Prayer then, properly, or em- 
pharically ſpeaking, is praying to the Father, to whom 
all Prayer primarily belongs. Allowing This to be 
Origen's meaning (and it is the very utmoſt that can 
be made of it) how will you prove ſupreme and in- 
ferior Worſhip from it? 

I have before obſerved, that the worſhip of the 


| Son, according to Origen, is properly divine; being 


offered to Him as Creator, and as Veceſſarily-exiſting , 
and as God: And I obſerved alſo, that Father and Son to- 
gether are worſhipped as One God. I obſerved farther, 
that even in Prayers directed to the Father through the 
Son, the Son is ſuppoſed, by Origen, to be worſhip- 


| ped undividedly in the ſame Aft. How then do you 


make 
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make out your Two worſhips * Suppoſe the Pry, 
| to paſs through, or by the Son to the Father; {jj 
it is one Prayer, one Worſhip, conſidered as belong. 
ing to Both in a different manner. For, as the c 
Work, of creating deſcends, as it were, from the F. 
ther by the Son; who are therefore One Crew; 
So the one worſhip aſcends, as it were, by the Son „, 
the Father; who are therefore One Object of worſhip, 
You ſhould have proved two «equal worſhips: Bu 
you. have proved no more than This, that one and th; 
ſame worſhip, diverſly conſidered, is paid to Both, in 
the very ſame Act: To the Father directly, as being 
primarily and eminently Creator, God, Cc. and ju. 
preme 1n Order and Office; to the Son obliquely, 
[nterpretatively, as being equally God, Creator, 4, 
ut God of God, and mediating between God and 
Man. There 1s therefore no Difference in the wor- 
ihip it ſelf, no ſ#periority or inferiority, no Acknov- 
I:ogment of higher and. lower Perfections : But the 
lame worſhip, the ſame acknowledgments of the {me 
infinite Perf:Rions , admit of a different manner of 
Application, to keep up a Senſe of the Diſtinction of 
Perſons. Order, and Offices. 

You repreſent Bp. Bull (p. 383.) as making 1 
Diſtinction of one worſhip paid to the Son as God abſo- 
lutely, and Another worſhip paid to Him as God af 
God*. This is not a juſt Repreſentation of Bp. Bull 
as if He admitted one, and another worthip, Two 
Wor ſhips, to God the Son; when He makes but ce 
2worſhip of all, due to Father and Son. This, I 
ſuppoſe, was to give ſome Colour to your own H- 
potheſis. Bp. Bull's meaning is plainly This; that the 
Son is conſidered as divine whenever we worſhip 
Him; and that That alone is the Foundation of his 
worſhip t. But we may conſider Him barely 3 A 


divine, T 


* Vid. Bll D. F. Sect. 2. c, . S. 15. p. 120. a 
+ Vid. Bull Prim. Trad. p. 36. 
N. B. The Deſign of This Piece of Bp. Bull, is to prove that 


the * 
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vine, abſtracting from all relations of Order, and 


e; or divine in ſuch an Order, or together with the 


2 of Mediator. The divine Worſhip is the ſame, 
under theſe Three Conceptions, becauſe divine enters 


them all: But the additional Conſideration of Order, 
and Office, in the two laſt, makes a Difference, not 
in the worſhip it ſelf, but in the Order, and manner 
of applying It. : | | 
You proceed to cite another Paſſage of Origen x, 
where arguing, ad Hominem ( as the Schools call it) 
He pleads a command for the worſhip of Chriſt, a- 
gainſt Celſus; who could plead no command for the 
worſhip of the Pagan Deities. This was indeed 
ſhowing a very great Difference in the Two Caſes, 
ſuch as was worth inſiſting upon: But it does nor 
from hence fellow, ( the contrary 15 very evident y 
that Origen ever founded the worſhip of Chriſt upon 
meer command, without reference to the Dignity and 
real Divinity of his Perſon. What you farther cite 


from the Piece cg! eb, whether Origen's own, or 
foiſted in by ſome other Hand, is of no moment in 
the Caſe, being clearly contradicted in his Treatiſe 
againſt Celſus, which is certainly genuine, and con- 
tains Origen's laſt and matureſt Thoughts upon the 
Subject. Do you ever find Origen placing the Son 
among the Yen in his Book againſt Celſus? Doth 
He not conſtantly diſtinguiſh Him from Them, and 
let Him above Them, making Him «y1T@», as 
[ have proved? Or does He ever deny that Chriſt 
is to be prayed to at all; as This Author of the Piece 


Tei cov ns does? No, but He frequently, plainly, and 
fully alſerts the contrary. 


the worſhip paid to Chriſt is properly divine, and not merely 
Mediatorial, From whence let the Reader judge with what 
Truth, or fairneſs, you repreſent Bp. Bull as differing from me, 
ia the allowing Mediatorial worſhp, p. 120. 

* Orig. contr. Cell. p. 384. 


What 
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What you add, (p. 386.) abour Doxologies, 15 low 
and trifling; eſpecially after That Matter has been h 
carefully and accurately diſcuſſed by learned Hand, 


And your quoting the lying Philoſtorgizes in a Matte 5 
of Fact of Flaviax's introducing a new kind of 1). his“ 


xology, which He reports againſt the Faith of all H. yo 
ſtory , is a great Affront upon your Readers, 


I might quote you a better Authority than Phil, _ 
ſtorgius, namely, Theodorit t, to prove that Arias jy. tron 
troduced a change of the antient Doxologies, By retic 
learned Men know that neither of "Thoſe Accoum . y 
is true: but that Doxologies of Both ſorts were in ute 2bo\ 
long before either Flavian on one fide, or Ariz; © very 
the other. | caut 

You go on to other Writers, endeavouring to ſect 

rove, as you ſay, mediate and ultimate woritin: vhi 
hat is your Phraſe now, inſtead of inferior and fi. ever 
preme ; becauſe you imagine the Reader may mot to 


caſily be deceived under Thoſe Terms, than ud WF Qui 
Theſe. For if the Father be but worſhipped 140% Bot 


Chriſt ; preſently you cry out mediate worſhip; the! WF pars 


it be all one divine worthip, not Two: And cite WW / 
the Son is not worſhipped at all, in ſuch a Cale; o, littl 
if He is, the /ame wor ſhip is then offered to Bal. (ul 
The nature of the Worſhip is not altered by the to 1 
manner of Convepance; any more than a Pretcnt dt Ath 
Gold, made to 1 wo Perſons, becomes Bya/s to one, He 
and Gold to the other, only by being conveycd thy WF yor 
one to the other. You will never be able to prove {uct 
any Difference in the nature, or kind of the Worilip, WW He 
mcerly from the Oeconomical manner of applying i. as | 
You begin with the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions ; which ſay, 
ou know are of no Authority: And fo I ſhall not tha 
trouble my ſelf to ſhow, that the Paſlages, wer our 


they really genuine, are nothing to your purpoſe, 
You go on to Pohcarp; who glories God Heeg 


*..Bull-D. F. Sect. 2. e. 3. P. fi. 
Thcod. Hæret. Fab. I. 4. c. 1: 


Chriſt: - 


| dividendus eſt per duos, cultus, ut diviſio ip 
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E Chriſt, Cyprian fays, that the Father commanded his 


Sou to be Worſbi poo: Therefore his worſhip is medi- 
ate: Wonderful! Novatian ſays, if Chriſt be a Man 
only, why 1s He invoked as Mediator? Therefore again 
his worſhip is mediate. You did not conſider Novatian's 
Notion of the Mediator, that He muſt be both God and 


| Mar: And ſo you loſt the whole Force of his Ar- 


oument 3 which was to prove the Son to be God 
from the Invocation, and not Man only, as ſome He- 


reticks pretended. 


What you cite from Lactantius, I have anſwered 


above: Or, if I had not, =_ muſt be ſenſible that 


very little Streſs ought to be laid upon a few un- 
cautious Expreſſions of a Catechumen, not yet per- 
fly inſtructed in the Doctrines ,of the Church, 
which was the Caſe of Lattantinss He had, how- 


ever, learned ſo much of the Church's Doctrine, as 


to determine directly againſt you in the preſent 


| Queſtion; where He ſays, one Honour belongs to 
| Both as to one God, and that their worſhip is inſe- 


parable*. 
As to Euſebius, your laſt Evidence, tho' I build 


| little upon ſo late, and ſo ſuſpected an Authority, 
| (which, as I have often hinted, you ought no more 


to urge againſt me, than I to urge Alexander, Cyril, 


| Athanaſius, or Hilary, againſt you) yet neither had 


He any ſuch mean Thoughts of God the Son, as 
you have: Nor did He Gd his worſhip upon any 
ſuch low Principles; which I have ſhown above. 
He is, however, the firſt you could find, among ſuch 
35 have been ever called Catholicks, who pretended to 


ſay, that Father and Son are not wma, the firſt 


| that durſt ever flatly contradict St. John, (or rather 
our Saviour Himſelf by St. Fohn) where He ſays, 


aus eſt Honos utrique tribuendus Ray uni Deo: & ita 
nate 2 Compage inſeparabiti 
Vinciatur, Neutrum fibi relinquet, qui aut Patrem a Filio, aut 


| Filium a Patre ſecernit. Lact. Epit. c 49 p. 141. Ed. Cant. 


F CC that 
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that all Men ſhould honour the Son even as they h. 
nour the Father, John v. 23. I conclude with tj, 
ſame Declaration I formerly made, that “ 1 dea 
« only to have I hings fairly repreſented, as They 
ce really are; no Evidence ſmothered, or ſtifled, q 
« cither ſide. Let every Reader fee plainly why 
« may be juſtly pleaded here, or there, and 9 
« more. Had you attended to theſe good Rulg, 
which you are pleaſed to remind me of, and to f- 
vour with your Approbation, you might have brought 
your Book into a leſs compaſs; and perhaps have done 
as much real Service to your Cauſe, and leſs Hurt tg 
your Character. 


FF FENVUEFSNEDY 1 
1 CES CE CES CESS xn. eee 


Qu ERF XVIII. 


Whether Worſhip and Adoration, both from Alu 
and Angels, was not due to him, long befus 
the Commencing of his Mediatorial Kingdom, 
as he was their Creator and Preſervcr, (ſit 
Col. i. 16, 17.) And whether That be ot ti 
[ame Title to Aderation which God the Fatiir 
hath, as Author and Governor of the Univeſi 
upon the Dottor's own Principles? 


T is proper the Reader ſhould be let into the ful 
Deſign and Purport of This Query, that He ma 

be able to paſs a more certain Judgment of the Pe 
tinence, or Impertinence of your Anſwer. The 
Queſtion is, whether the worſhip of Chriſt be 
founded upon any Thing antecedent to his Incarnation 
and Exaltation, or only upon the Powers then ſuppo- 
ſed to be given Him. If it was founded oi ix 
g thing 


Ill, 


h. 
the 
Elite 
hey 
1 
ba 

No 
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ght 
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to 
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your Socinian Pleas, to be all of a 


of ſomeQUERIES. 


a antecedent , then the Doctor and you have 
very impertinently cited Matth. xxviii. 18. John v. 
22, 23. Phil. ii. 10, II. and the like Texts, as car- 
' rying in Them the ſole Foundation of his worſhip, 
alter the manner of the Socinians : If it was not 


founded on any thing antecedent, what Account can 


411 


4 you give of Chriſt's being Creator, of his being God 


' before the Creation, John i. 1. of his having Glory 


| before the World was, and the like ? In ſhort, the 


Door is here confounded between Two Schemes, 
| Sinian and Arian, and very unskilfully endeavours 
to tack Both together; which is utterly impracticable. 
Either ler Him found the worſhip of the Son upon 
what was antecedent to the Incarnation, and then He 


may tolerably go on upon the Arian Scheme: Or if 


He chuſes to found it intirely upon the ſubſequent 
Powers He is all over Sociniau, and does not know 


It, 
My Deſign is not to ſuffer you to take the Advantage 


of Both the Schemes, which are utterly inconſiſtent 


with each other. You muſt either drop your Arian 
Principles, and fo ſettle in Socinianiſn: Or if you 
reſolve to retain your Arian tencts, you muſt drop 
piece, This is 
what you may eaſily be driven to; and That was the 
Deſign of This Query. If the Reader takes This 
along with Him, He will readily perceive how hard 
you are here preſs d; and how eluſive, and inſufficient 


=" your Anſwers are. 


You ſay, whenever the AMediatorial Kingdom began, 
the worſhip however of Chriſt was by the command of 
the Father. Thar I allow : And fo was alſo the worſhip 
of the Father firſt introduced by the command of the 
Father. Hitherto you are only ſhifting ; and come 
not to the pinch of the Queſtion; namely, when the 
worſhip began, or whereon it was founded. What 
follows, (p. 392.) is {till evading, and running from 
the Point in Queſtion. What comes neareſt to it, 
is your ſaying, that He by whom God created all 

| 1 5 Ff 2 Things 
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Things, has not the ſame Title to Adoration yin, 
Him who created all Things by Him. Wel: 
but has He any Title at all upon the Foot of hi 
being Creator? Or do you make Him a meer om. 
nal Creator? If, according to Heb. i. 10. He li 
the Foundation of the Earth, and if the Heavens wy; 
the Works of his Hands: And if He was God befor 
the Creation, (according to John i. 1.) then ſhoy 
me, that the power of Judging, or any thing of like 
nature ſubſequent, ever could be a higher, or an equy 
Foundation of worſhip with what has been ment. 
oned. You cannot ſhow, that He was made a Gu 
after his Reſurrection: But it is plain, and you c- 
not gainſay it, that He was God before the Creation, 
Wherefore J inſiſt upon it, that He had as clear and 
full a Title to worſhip before his Incarnation, as any 
you can ſhow after: And therefore it is ſtrangely in. 
conſiſtent of you to found his worſhip upon th: 
power of Jndgin „&c. No one ever would do This 
that believed the Son to be God, and Creator (tho 
in a lower Senſe than the Father) before the World 
The Socinians were ſhrewd Men, and ſhowed fon 
Parts and Sagacity in the working up their Scheme, 
They founded the worfhip of Chriſt upon the pour 
of judging, and his exaltation : But then They wer 
never fo filly as to ſuppoſe Him God and Creator 
before. The Arians founded the worſhip of Chill 
upon his being Creater, and God before the World: 
But then They were not ſo weak as to found it upon 
the power of judging, &c. Whereas you, to give 1 
Specimen of your great Dexterity in forming 
Scheme, have marvelloufly tacked two parts toge 
ther, one of which will ſuit only with the Sociniar 
Scheme, the other only with the Arian, or Cathv- 
lick; thereby betraying great unskilfulneſs, and wart | 
of Thought. Which of Theſe Parts you will a W > 
length give up, I know not: But all Men of Senſe, 1 5. 


and common Diſcernment, will laugh at you iv by 
holding Both. | ; < 
| (0 


o IX cow 


„ 


ww ”. T7 


therefore of Opinion, t 
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* When I wrote my Defenſe, the Doctor had not 


- 


&:termined that God the Father is ever called God, in 


ture, in the metaphyſical Senſe, Worſhip even 
K was to be nel only upon his Office ( God 
was then a Name of Or) relative to us. I was 
at if the Son was Creator, as 

eat an Office as any, and as highly meriting of us, 
1 muſt then, upon the Doctor's own Principles, 
have the ſame Title to Adoration as the Father Him- 
{if had: Nor do I ſee, that you have yer been 


| able to baffle This reaſoning. You have been forced 


to allow (obliged therero by the unanimous Cur- 
rent of Antiquity, Euſebius not excepted ) that the 
on is immediate Artificer, or Creator, of the Univerſe. 
This is meriting as highly of us as 1s poſſible ; more, 
one would imagine, than meerly giving out Com- 
mands; which is an Honour you referve peculiar 
to the Father. If therefore worthip be founded, not 
upon any Dignity and Excellency of Nature, but 
upon relative Offices; it ſeems to me, that rhe 
Son's Title to our worſhip is as clear and full as 
poſſible, upon your own Principles; ſuch I mean 
as They were at That Time. My Argument there- 
fore was good when I made it; however you may 
have varied your Notions ſince. I add further, that 
my Argument, from the hand the Son had in crear- 
ing, will remain impregnable for an equality of wor- 
ſhip, whatever Principles you take up in hopes to e- 
Jude it: tho* That particular was not the ſpecial 
Purport of This Query. 

You had argued againſt creating being a juſt Foun- 
dation of worſhip, becauſe wo Ac of Dominion : To 
which I replied, that the fame Argument would hold 
with reſpect to the Father alſo ; And ſo his creating the 


World would be no foundation for worſhipping Him, 


being no more an Act of Dominion than the Sox's creating 
5. Lo which you now reply, that the World was made 
by the Father's Original abſolute Authority. and Power. 


This is not defending your firſ# Anſwer, but retreat- 


ing 


ing to Another. However, This will not do, 
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more than the Firſt. For, you will never be 4; 
prove, that the Son is not as compleatly and fl 
Creator as the Father: And Scripture never {ou 
worſhip upon the original, underived manner of (, 
ating , which you ſpeak of, but upon the ceain þ 
ſelf k. What you object from Rev. iv. 10, 11, cn. 
ated for his pleaſure, has been anſwered above +, Yy 
go on upon This Argument of the Son's having Mito Ir 
fame Tile that the Father has, tho* but a by-pat «ſhip 
the Query. Not a word do you ſay to clear yo 
felt of Socinianiſm; not a Syllable to vindicate yay 
inconſiſtency in founding the Son's worſhip upon hi 
Atediatorial powers given after his Reſurrection; at t 
ſame time admitting that He was God before the Wo 
and created the World. This perhaps was too tends 
a Point to be touch'd. 

To purſue you in your own way. I plead 
John xvii. 5. Glorify me with the Glory, &c. nu of 
prove that the Son had the ſame Title to ung De 
which the Father has; but to ſhow that the 0% Ar. 
He had after his Incarnation was 1 greater than H ado 
had before: And therefore it was a weak Tig was 
of you to overlook his former Glories equal to , Yo 
and to found his worſhip upon what came after. 1 une 


This you reply, (y. 394.) His being reſtored 1 ina 
Glory He had before, does not prove that the Powe (ov! 
judgment, &c. was not an additional exaltation. I mi 
but it proves ſomething more; that even after «RW Hi 
judgment was committed to Him, He was yet not * lg 
velted with That Glory, not with ſo great Glory, (ii int 
why ſhould He ask for leſs, if He had greater) 2 H for 
bad before the World was. But you add, that if WF e 
Son had the ſame right to Glory that the Father du th 
i could be no more proper for the Son to pray (0 4 th 


* See my Sermons, p. 93. 
t Pag. 187. OY rale, 
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Lober, ro glorify Him, than for the Father to pray to 


able n Som. But the Cale is different, becauſe the Son 
las incarnate, and not the Father : Therefore it be- 
fours me the Son to pray» but not the Father. Ay bur, 
0. ou, could not the Son Himſelf have given it 


lin d 4 b: own Authority? Yes; But as the Father did 
. t diſdain to receive Glory from the Son, why ſhould 
ja de Son refuſe to receive Glory from the Father? As 
g Vreneuss Teſtimony, that the Son was of old wor- 
n bipped together with the Father it is a very plain 
va ene; and I have given it above f. The Father and 
you on together are there Ben ſtiled The God of the 
n hi ling: And it was the God of the living that the 
r Patriarchs adored. 
o You have a pleaſant Remark (p. 142.) on That 
md WF Paſſage of renens : You fay, 1 take no notice of 
the emphatical Words, Reſurrettio autem ipſe Domi- 
ads BF pus eff. Behold, now I have taken notice of them: 
of what uſe are They, I beſeech you, in our preſent 
Debate? How do They at all leſſen the Force of my 
Argument? Would you have it, that Chriſt was 
i adored by the Patriarchs of old, as God, becauſe He 
nin WW was to be exalted to be God 2000 Years aſter ? 
vou ſhould ſpeak out plainly, that a Reader may 
underſtand you: unleſs your Deſign be to give 
a Hint as if you had ſomething material to tay , 
when you have really nothing. It puts me in 
mind of the Aſodeſt Pleader, who once thinking 
Himſelf obliged to quote, at full length, a noted Pat- 


ſege of Bp. | Pearſon x, which had been uſually cut 
e into halves, (The latter half begins with, and there- 
ei fre) He claps This Note upon it: Hh: That learn- 
* ed Vyriter meant by the Word, Therefore, 1 ſubmit to 
r © the judicious Reader t. No doubt but He would have 
1 


the judicious Reader imagine there is ſomething 


+ Fag. 401. 
* See it above, p 202. 
t Modeſt Plea, p. 212, 


weighty 
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weighty in the Remark; tho' He can neither hoy 


what, nor why. But to proceed. 

I had referred to Euſchin and Athanaſius, a5 By 
agreeing that God the Son was worſhipped by 4, 
ham, Moſes, and the Jewiſh Church: It was ther. 
fore the Senſe of the Antients in general (as we q; 
ſafely conclude from "Theſe Two Writers, and ther 
Agreement; were there no other Proots ) that C 
the Son had diſtin& worſhip paid Him long before hj 
Incarnation : And therefore Lis worſhip (Whatever i 
were) could not be founded on the Commiſſion t; 
judge, or the like, as you have founded it. Aft 
your many boaſts of the .Antients , groundleſs 20 
ſhameleſs as I ever met with, here in a very impo. 
tant Point, the Point of Worſhip, wherein our Pr. 
tice is nearly concerned; here, I ſay, you run cour- 
ter to all the Catholicks of the Primitive Church; 
nay, to all the ſober Arians, who will hereafter fe 
up in Judgment, and condemn you, for foundig 
Chriſt's worſhip ſo meanly, upon I know not whi 
Powers given after his Reſurrection. They founded 
it upon Reaſons antecedent to his Incarnation, upon 
his being God before the World, and Creator of th: 
World by his ̊ Power. 

You endeavour to ſhow that Euſebius's Dori: 
about the worſhip of Chriſt runs not ſo high 4 
mine. Perhaps it does not: I did not cite Eyſebiu 
for That purpoſe. But I cited Him as an Evidence, 
to prove that all Antiquity is directly and fully againl 
your way of founding Chriſt's worſhip in the Pour 


cept 


* Chriſtum Colimus ut Creatorem. Serm, Arian. ap. Augul: 


p. 663. 


Antequam faceret univerſa, omnium Futurorum Deus & De. 
minus, Rex & Creator erat conſtitutus. Voluntate & pracepto 
(Patris) Cæleſtia & Terreſtria, viſibilia & inviſibilia, corpora & 


ſpiritus, ex uullis exflantibus, ut eſſent, ſua virtute fecit. Serm. 
Arianor. p. 622. 


tenance 


of Juagings &c. You have none of the antients, a: 
uch as Photinus, or Paul of Samoſata, to coul. 


clear 
for t 
$bou 
And 


ſr 


It 1 
perl: 
11 
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w ol ou in it: The Ariazs, at leaſt the generali- 
; ef Them, would have been aſhamed of 155 This 
& what I before preſſed you with; And you, in 
our Reply, diſſemble and totally conceal it, leading 
. your Reader off to une other Things. 

what you have from Philo is itill diverting, and 
r junning off from the main Point: Nor are Philo's 
4 WW Notions, in This Caſe, of any moment in the Con- 
bis WF troverly 3; unleſs the Apoſtles and Primitive Chriſti— 
it W's had no better guide than Philo. Philo might 
"WF hit upon ſome Truths, but ſhaded with Errors, and 
ter BF got breaking out with full Luſtre and Brightneſs. A 
nd WF glcarcr and fuller Diſcovery was a Privilege reſerved 
0- WF for the Chriſtian Church. Your Remark, (p. 397.) 
*. bout the Angel which appeared to Alanoah is juſt : 
u- And had you looked into the laſt Edition of my De- 
% you would have found that part corrected. For 
i: s not my way, after I perceive any Miſtake, to 


a prrfiſt in it. 


i W To conclude. The Reader is deſired to obſerve, 
chat you had been charged with taking in two incon- 
00 ſtent Schemes ( Arian and Socinian ) into one, and 


i: WF tacking Them very abſurdly together; that you have 
bea called upon to declare which of the disjointed 
in: WW Parts you will give up, or clſe to ſhow how it is 
3 pollible to make them ſtand together; that after ma- 
n ture Deliberation, you have made no Anſwer ro the 
„ Charge, but have paſſed it over in profound Silence 
at WT hele are the Falls; let every honeſt Reader judge 
What to infer from them. 


* g g UERY 
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XxX 

CBC ERNEST eee een 1 
QUzxzRY XIX. I 

Whether the Doclor hath not given a 5 ery tar f 


tial Account of John v. 23. founding 1, e 

nour due e the Sou, cn this only, that the E I 

ther hath committed all Judgment to the 4; 1 

when ive true Reaſon 4 ſſiencd by our $a: 2 
! | ; 

and Jiluſtrated by ſeveral Inſtances, is, thy E 


the Son doth the ſame things that the Failg 0 
aoth, hath the ſame Power and Anthity A 
doing A hat he will; and therefore has a Tith h. 
to as great Honour, Reverence, aud Negal, 0 
as the Father himſelf hath? Aud it is mn d. * 
jection to this, that the Son is there faid 10 4 4 
nothing of Himſelf, or to have all given Hu f 
by the Father; ſince it is owned that the Fs N 
ther is the Fountain of all, frem whim tit cl 
Sen aerives, in an ineſſalle nauner, his I. ye 
ſence and Powers, ſo as to le one vil 1 
Him ? 
& 
: 5 al 
1 B6u'd you have nothing vader This Query bu * 
what I have before fully anſwercd, or b 33 
arcd; yet becauſe you are pleaſed to repeat, I that hy 
repeat allo. Dr. Clarke's Pretence is, that Chult' 
Honcur is founded upon the power of jud ment com- dh 
mitted to Him: I fay, his Honour is ſανj,jẽꝓl 0 f 
the iatrinſick excellency, and antecedenur Dignity of his * 
Perſon; whereof the Power of Judgment commit a 
is only a farther Atteſtation, and a proviſional Sect» WF ot 
rity ſor the payment of his due Honour, It dd BP + 


not male Him worthy „but fexud Him fo! And 
4 it was added, that ſuch his high worth and digoit? 
4 IDES 


Qu. XIX. of ſome QUERIE 8. 419 
J might appear to Men , and be acknowledged by 


Them. Ihe Father hath committed all judgment univ 
the Son, that all Men ſhould | honour the Sein, even As 
honour the Father. This is not giving us the 
formal Reaſon or Foundation of his Honour, but the 


27 final Reaſon » Or moving Cauſc, why the Son 15 to 
execute Judgment rather than the Father Himſelt. 
„ic is becauſe Men would hercby be azprized of his 
"A * antecedent worth and dignity, and at the ſime Time 


be incited to pay Him ſuitable Honour, in external 
it, Acts of Worſhip and Adoration, as to the Father 
12 Himſelf, This is the obvious, natural Conſtruction 
117 of the Place in St. 7%; as I before intimated. 
Fn And I confirmed it by the Accounts which St. John 
has given us of his anlecedent Dignity , his being 


Cad before the Creation, and his eating the World? 


1 Which makes it plain, that the commirting of Judg- 
ht ment was no addition of c Dignity , but rather 
6 6:clarative of the o{4 ; that it might appear the more 
fully, and be the more fecure of the effei# upon 
2 Mankind. This Reaioning appcaring to me very 
1 car and juſt, demanded as clear an Anſwer. But 


you have little to fay, except in the way of Objec- 
nun and Repetition, about derived and anderived : 
Which is not arguing from Scripture, hut from Ae— 
zaphy/ical Notions you have taken up about Sameneſs , 
and ſuch as you allow not in any Caſe but This; 
contradicting that ſtrict Notion of Sameneſs, as often 
a you make an infinite Number of extended Parts to 
ve the ſame Subſtance. 
Io what you repeat from the Modeſt Pleader about 
the Father's being Fountain, I returned a ſufficient An- 
ſwer in a Note to a Sermon x. Jon al, can one Perſon 
commit Powers to Another who had already in Himſelf the 
{ame Powers ? Yes, by voluntary Occonomy, the exerciſe 
of Powers common to many, may devolve upon one 
cliefly ; and may run in his Name. I gave you a 


Sermon 2. p. 51. 
88682 
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proper Rebuke in my Defenſe, p. 282. for your g. 
preſſing great Amazement at my Prejudice, and Bliy, 
neſs, in maintaining only what had been held by 4 
the Chriſtian Churches. I reminded you of the gr. 
ny wiſe, great and good Men, whom you chargs 
through my ſides. This, you ſay, is not a right wg 6 
dealing with Scripture, I hat was not the Point: bu Gol 
it might be a right way of dealing with a Gent. What 
man who was gone beyond Decorum, and appeared tw (give 
full of Himſelf; ſorgetting that a modeſt Deference ; bee 
due to wiſe, great, and good Men, even where we dj. Ws i! 


ſcat from them. But to pals on. [ 


I charged your Interpretation of Jo v. 19, x 
unnatural, and forced, making the Context incoberay 
The Sou can ao nothing but by Commiſſion : For (cb. 
ſerve the Reaſon ) He can do v Thing the Fatha 
does. But if the Senſe runs thus; The Son being On 
with the Father can do nothing ſeparately , then thi 
Context is coherent; for, whatſoever the Father duh 
the Son does alſo, or likewiſe. You fay, the Ir, 
for, in the latter part of the 19" Verſe, is not thi 
Reaſon given of what went before, but that the lait 
art is Pareniheſis. But who will give you th: 
liberty of making a Parentheſis, where there is no o-. 
caſion, only to lerve an Hypotheſis * I ſhowed, that 
you cannot make your Scnſe out of the Paſſage, but 
by ſupplying the dchiciency of the Text with whit 
the Text has not laid. Which obſervation of mine 
you call retracting the Charge before made, when i 
1s really inforcing it: And I preferred the Catholic 0c 
Interpretation as more natural, and as arguing no d. ot 


ficiency in the Text. Beſides that, admitting the WW®" 


Sentence to be elliptical, in order to make the Sen 0 
coherent in your way of Conſtruction; yet I took 
notice farther, how very harſh and ſtrange it mult 
ſound for a Creature to be commiſſioned to do all thi 
the Creator does. To which you have nothing to 
reply, but that your interpretation does not ſuppoſe WW ki 
the Son created. Say then, that He is cron 

an 


. XX. of ſome QUERIES. a1 


| d let us end the Diſpute 3 provided only, you'll 
ie to mean, as well as ſay. I accept, however, of 


our tacit acknowledgment that my Argument againſt 
. Son's being a Creature, 15 unanſwerable. How far 
you are concerned in it, the Readers will judge. You 
on; it muſt be odd, aud ſtrange, that the ſupreme 
God ſhould be commiſſned. Nothing ſtrange at all, 
bn one who is ſupreme in Order, and Office, ſhould 
ve Commiſſion to another not ſupreme in Order, or 
fre; tho' both be equally ſupreme ia Nature; which 
& the true Notion of ſupreme God. 

I ſhowed you what Anſwers had been formerly 
given to your Objections by Hilary, Chryſoſlom, Cy- 


pil, and Auſtin: in reply to which, you tell me, that 


watian and Euſebius were more Aztient Fathers. 
ur did I put it upon the Authority of the Fathers, 
which I cited? 1 infilted upon the Rea,ous They 
gave, againſt thoſe very Pretences which you revive. 
And why did you not anſwer Them? Their Rea ons 
were drawn from Scripture, and founded on the Text 
t ſelf; againſt which neither Novatiaz, nor Euſebius 
b of any the leaſt Weight. But Thus you love to 
diſguiſe the true Matter in qucſtion, and to lead your 
Reader off to ſomething wide and foreign. How- 
ever, Novatian has not a word to your purpoſe 


| unleſs copying out the Father's Works ( imitator ope- 


pum Paternorum ) proves the Son to be of a different 
Nature from the Father. Tertullian, antienter than 
either Novatian or Euſebius, underſtands the Son's 
doing nothing of Himſelf, of the intimate Conjunction 
of the Father and Son, the Son being in the Father, 
and ſeeing all that He does, or rather all that He 


can, or conceives*, He goes upon the old Notion, 


that 


Filius nihil a ſemetipſa poteſt Facere, niſi viderit Patrem fa- 
Fientem. Pater enim ſenſu agit; Filius vero qui in Patris ſenſu 
eſt, videns perficit; ſic omnia per Filium facta ſunt, & fine illo 
kium eſt nihil. Tertull. contr. Prax. c, 15. 
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ſince the Time that Petavius's Sagacity ſet That Ma. 
ter right in his Notes to his Edition, the fame thy 


then 

you made uſe Of. am 
To your Argument drawn from the Father's {i \ 

| " WE the 

the Son, I replied, that He loves alſo Himiclf; whic i 2 
is no Matter of Choice. You pretend, howevtr, * 


that ſhowing the Son all Things, is Free: which you 
have no ground for ſay ing, but it is purely Hide 
to ſerve an Hypotheſis. Your adding, i givins . 
thority to do likewiſe, is corrupting the Text, wic 


fays nothing of Authority; tho' if it had, it moi P.1 
o 15 

Ta- aoray f ε¹α¹]“ ro TH; TUTE; 'in e ji) 0 H ini Wl ſa 
Ns Me, 8 Jenni, Ar wala, ann mon wort, Y jẽeò 1 
ci, TT ge, Greg. Naz, Orat 36. p. 584. 3} 
Euſebius has the like Thought, which He ex preſſes how)! WM 7 
in Terms ſomewhat harſh. 1 


'O wiv * ad T p gier urg, 2 we way revs aye, Lo, umm) 4 f 
Tut, & TaTg% Ae ei ir ν, HD- iert, m i u, 
Baby, ON tgy/wv ix Te & vergess Sve Y- wm tn, Lale n 
Eccl. Theol. J. 3. c. 3. p. 164. t 
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underſtood of ſuch Authority, Power, and Per— 
ions, as deſcend with his Nature from the Father 
) the Son. SR 

You quote John xv. 10. of Chrilt's abiding in his 
Le. If you ſee any Conſequence favourable to your 
Prnciples in That Text, you ſhould have ſhown it: 
| can ſee none. You tell me of bringing in Hilary 
ſn gain: And you intirely {lip over the Reaſons T 
Produced from Him, without any Anſwer. Is this 
Wing fairly with the Reader? 
had challenged you to ſhow, that One Perſon may 
pot be Delegate to Another, without being uncqual 
Bn Nature. But you are frighten'd, as yo A with 
the Diſtinction of Order, and Nature; and run off 


che utmoſt Confuſion. A delegated Power, you 
** y, cannot be equally ſupreme and independent, Come 
in Four of the Clouds, and tell me what you mean by 
Ma ſapreme, and Independent. If you mean as great a 


Power, and as Neceſſary - exifing, I ſhall tell you, 
there is no difference between the Father's and the 
S's: If you mean, that the Son's is of the Father, 
the Father's from none, I allow a ſupremacy of Order, 
and a different Manner of exiſting; and the Queſ- 
tion 15 not hence the Son has his Powers, but what 
They are. As to ſupremacy of Order being only 
in placing of Fords; I have ſhowed your incon— 


10 ſiſtene7 on That Head above. Your blaming me 
„bor citing Ruffin's Tranſlation, in a Caſe where it is 
wore 


Fall one whether the Words were KuHu's, or Origen's, 
| i low carping. You did nor perccive that the Paſ- 
m ſage was brought in among ſeveral others of Poſte 
nucene Writers; and intended only for IIluſtration. 
But you are ſtill more offended at my ſtiling my 
Doctrine The Doctrine of the Trinity; as if others 
bad not as good a Right to {tile theirs fo. Suppo— 
ng you have, (which I deny) yer ſure I may ſtile 
my own according to what 1 take to be right, and 
true. But your Trinity of a great Cod, a little God, 
, ang % God, muſt have ſome firong Figure to help 

: | its 


Thing was to be admitted. This unrcaſonable, nd 
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it, to make it a Trinity; which is 3 Word thy bs 
long ſtood for a quite different Thing“. 

1 had retorted upon you your own Argury, 
againſt the received Doctrine of the Trinity; 10 
ſhow the World how unequal and partial you hy, 
been in the handling this Controverſy. You ha . 
veral Maxims about Individual, about Samexe;, .. 
bout Subſtance, about Being, which were to be ug 
as of great Force againſt the Doctrine of the Trim: 
tho' of no Force in another Subject, upon your gy 
Principles. You could allow Being and Being, 
where you could not fay Beings; Subltance and Sy, 
ſtance, where you could not ſay Subſtances ; Indinidy 
Subſtance, where yet you could diſtinguiſh bet 
This and That; and ſame Subſtance, where it is ng 
the ſame in ſuch a Senſe of ſame, as you urge agent 
us. Samenes by nien you can allow, where yy 
have a mind: Only in our preſent Diſpute, no tu 


indeed ſhameful Conduct, in ſo momentous en Af. 
fair, I endeavoured to expoſe as it deſerved. I 
Reader may pleaſe to look into my Defenſe, p. 295 
Cc. to {:e what I had to ſay on That Head ; I ln: 
no mind to repeat. Preſſed with the Difticultics 9 
the Omnipreſence retorted upou you, you now te! 
me, that my Foundation was Wrong, in ſuppoſing 
the Subſtance of God to be God. This I am a lin 
ſtartled at: Let us hear what your Philoſophy 
can produce in Deſenſe of fo wild a Paradox, 
that the Subſtance of God is not God. I will give de | 


8 
Reader your Words at length, that He may mae. 


* Tęiłeg a6 , y Tewts D. 715 Ns T4 dr 4 01 
& x cf ib ( noi RAAK leu #gy 619TH WS TOAAYY 15, Grog. Nazlag. 
Orat. 13. p. 411. 

E. d eig £539 WTTÞ xv 2 tn, Mu 0 . D- Sc N 0 
Adανhðm . dd x1 priky ανννονν,w EY 7.1 Gy icmmu, 20 PATE. a HM 
gibi u, 8 . Tis Arg ,, Cebu. Athanaf, Ep. 1. ad Setup, 


p. 678. 


2 — 1 8 


670 


l. 


( e 
SITE 


F Qu. XIX. off ſane QUERIES. 425 


Gl is neither the Subſtance of God, nor the Attributes 


, God, but He cs that intelligent Azeat 210ſe Bo; h the 
| Subſtance and Attributes are. And as Tnjapity, for iu- 
face, jo every other Attribute, Power, or Perfeition, of 


the omnipreſext . is the individual Atrioute, Power, 
or Perfection, of That one individual intelligent Agent, 
whoſe the omnipreſent Subſtance is, p. 407. The Phi- 
blopher that fixed the Earth upon an Elephant, and 
the Elephant upon a Tortoiſe, and knew not where 
to go next, could not be more confounded than you 
appcar to be here. The Swb/?arce, it ſeems, is to be 
fixxd upon the Perſon ( which is neither Subſtance, 
nor Attribute; but ſomething between Both) And 
thus all Difficulties are wiped off at once, by making 
Perſon ſtand for no body knows what; an Idea, I 


* ſuppoſe, or nothing. I have often ſuſpected your 


Notion of Intelligent Agent to be very confuſed ; but 
never thought it ſo wild and unaccountable as This 
comes to. Do you conſider that [arellizeut, and 
Arent are two Adjetlives, which ſuppoſe a Subſtau- 
tive, two Attributes that require Stance for their 
ſupport ? Say that Perſon is the Subject: But then 
what is Perſon, but either Subſtance, or Attribute, or 
Nothing? Reſolve it into its ſeveral Ideas, and you 
will find that Perſon always implies ſatelligent and 
ating Subſtance; not intelligent acting JVerhing. 
Now Intelligence, and Activencls, are Aiributes ons 
ly of God, that is, of the divine Suojtarce ; which 
5 God, and what we mean by Go/, as often as we 
peak of Him, conſidered as the 575ject of his own 
Attributes. 

| know not whether you might not be led into the 
Miſtake thro* the vulzar way of ſpeaking about the 
Subſtance of God, or Subſtance of the Farber; as if 
the Subſtaace were not Cod Himſelf, g. nor the Father 
Himſelf, but ſomething belonging to Him. The fame 
way of ſpeaking might be as good an Argument to 
prove, that the Perſon of the Parher is nat the Father, 


| ut ſomething belonging to the Faber. Such a 


wh 
H hh Noge 
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Mode of Speech is very common in other Ca,, 
when we fay the Body of the Noon for the 4 , 

or the Matter of the Warld for the World. Whit 
kind of Language has its Reaſon and Foundatic,, n 
our Way of forming, and ranging our Jas ſer an 
more diſtinct Perception. For, not content wir), | 
general confuſe Idea of any Thing, we take it, h 
were, into Pieces, or Parcels, for a more Gdi{tin} 4 
particular View of it. The Idea, ſuppole, of Gd 
the Father, we divide into two Jacas, Sbſtince mn 
Attribute; and Attribute again into many Idas (ii! 
more diſtin&, and particular. And now Father ſtand 
for the general confuſe Idea, while SubParce mi 
Attribute are conſidered as Parts of ir, and be longirg 
to it. This, I take to be the true Acccemt of Thx 
way of ſpeaking; as well in this, as in the other 
Caſes above mentioned. So, tho? the Perjon of the Fi. 
ther be really nothing elſe but the Father; yet iti 
conſidered as a eee diſlintt, after we have one: 
parcell'd out the general confuſe Idea into levertl pr. 
ticular [as ; as into Perſon, Power , Gooant(s, &e 
for the greater Diſſinłtion. Then even Perſon 15 con. 
dered as but Part of that confuſe Idru, for which the 
Word Father ſtands; and it is conccived to belong 
to it, as a Part to the hole. Hence, as T prch th? 
ariſes the way of {peatuns 7 belore mentions 5 Which 
is right and juſt in reſpect of our Le Fs, but very its 
accurate in regard to the Things Themiclvos, for which 
the Ideas ſtand: Becauſe mdced our Tales ere nn 
adequate; being formed in a way ſuited to ovr ova 
Infirmity, rather than to the Tra, and Sriclra d 
Thins. 
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QUERY X. 


hether the Doclor needed have cited 300 
Texts, wide of the purpoſe, to prove what no 
Body denies, namely, a Subordination, 2 ſore 
Senſe, of the Son to the Father; could He 
have found but one plain Text againſt his 
Eternity or Conſubſtantiality, the Points in 
Lueſtion? 


OU have little under This Query but Repeti- 

tion and Refereace: which requires no farther 
Notice, As to the Form of Baptiſm, which you 
mention in the Cloſe, T have conſidered it in a di- 
ſtinct Diſcourfe F, which you had ſeen before you 
cam? to this Query, You have nothing to object 
but a Paſſage from the furious Conſtitutions, of no 
value; and another from Eujcbius, of very little. I 
content my ſelf therefore with referring to my De- 
ſenſe, and Sermons, 


® See my eighth Sermon. 


428 A SECOND DEFENSE 


0 


QUERY XXI. 


Whether he be not forced to ſupply his wan 1 
Scripture -Proof by very ſtrained and remae Iu 
ferences, and very uncertain Rea ſonings fron 
the Nature of 4 thing, Confe ſealy Ol ſcure au 
above Comprehenſion; and yet not more fo thay 
God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, or oth 
Altrioxtes, which yet we are obliged to ackuoy. 
ledge for certain Truths? 


O U tell me, in the Entrance, that - none cf 
Dr. Clarke's Propoſitions , on which He lays an 
Streſt, are drawn by mere Reaſonings from the intim. 
prehenſible Nature of God. But what think you d 
five of his Propoſitions, where He denics the Ne: 
fſary-exijtence, (tor ſo you now underſtand Selſ-exij- 
ence) of the Seu and Hoh-Ghoſt? Has the Doctor ſ 
much as oze Text in the Scripture ſor any of them! 
Not a Syllable, either in O!4 or New Teſtament, 
but what he pretends to inſer from very ohſcure nd 
uncertuis Reaſonings about derived and andert 
about Acts and no Acts, about zeceſzry Agency be— 
ing no Agcucy, about IV, Coaction, &c. 12 
Metapinſical, and Fanciful, with nothing ſolid or cerian 
in them. The like may be ſaid of the Doctrine con- 
taincd in his 17 Propofition; which has no Tat 
of Scripture to ſtand upon, tho' He lays great Streß 
upon it. In ſhort, I obſerved in my Defenſe, and 
here repeat, that «© the main Strength of the Do- 
* ctor's Cauſe, lies firſt in his giving either a Sabel⸗ 
& lian, or Tritheiſtick, Turn (admitting no Mediun) 
* to the Catholick Doctrine; and then charging 1: 
„ with confuſion of Perſons, Polytheiſin - Nonſenſe 
& Contradittion, Take away That (to which Is 
| & con- 


# con 


_ 


1 * See N Defenſe, P- 3923» 327. 
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tant Reſort is, whenever He comes to the 
& pinch of the Queſtion ) and there will be little 
& eſt conſiderable.” For the Truth and Juſtice of 
This Report, or Cenſure, I appealed & ro the Doc- 
tors own Books, which is a fair Procedure: And 
if you have any Thing to fay in Vindication of the 
Doctor, ſhow that the Fact is otherwiſe than I re- 
Not being able to do Any Thing of this 
ind, you endeavour as uſual, to turn it off by retort- 
%; and to put me upon the Defenſive, having no- 
thing to plead in Defenſe of the Doctor, or your 
t. This may ferve to blind a Reader, and to con- 
teil your Shame: but it is not anſwering Qwerics. 
You fall again upon 1 Cor. viii. 6. which has been an- 
ſwered over and over. What is Thar to the Point 
row in Hand, the Doctor's making /irained Inferences, 
except it be giving one Example more, by his wreſt- 


ing of That Text? 


As to God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcieace , you 
ſy, They Themſelves are the Subject of our belief, 
rut particular Auen priloſophical Explications of the 
Manner of them. Well then, let it be the Subject 
of our Belief, that the Father is God, the Son 


Cod, and the Holy-Ghoſt God; and that they are 


the One God of the Chriſtians. But as to the 
Hauer how They are Three, or One, let no body 


concern Himſelf about it. If any one, under Pre- 


tence of explaining the Mauner, changes the Sen e 
Þ g ; 


of the Word God, making the Son a mina God on- 
ly, and the Holy-Ghoſt ſcarce ſo much; what is This 
but doing the ſame, as if under Pretence of explain- 


ing the Manner of Eternity, Ubiquity, or Preſcience , 


He ſhould introduce the Doctrine of a nominal not 
© real Eternity, a nominal Ubiquity, a nominal Preſci- 
ence; undermining the Doctrines themſelves? Our 

Diſpute is about the Senſe in which any of the 
| Perlons is God; Let this be determined by Scripture 


and 
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And Antiquity, and proper Rules of Criticiſa,, Mig, 
no Objection from the AAanner how The Thins 
ſhould be: For all ſuch Ohj-*tons are as imorons 
as it would be in the Qu<'tion ut Preſcience*, Eig. 
ty, or Voiquity. co leave Scripture, aud sach anproy. 
ed Rules as ſerve to determine the Gerfe of | 
and to retreat to piilolopucal Reaſonings tow 
the Manner how theie Things are. This is the ver 
Fault whic you have perpetually run into. And 


* A late Author, in his Appeal to a Turn or Indian, being preſ 
fed with the Inſtaace about Treſcitnce and free Agenen, lu 

Way of coming off, but by deny ing that there is ſo much 
feeming Repugaancy between the Two Ideas, p. F. He is the $:4 
Man of Parts who, after coniidering the Subject, ever thy, 
fo. I could name Him many of the cicareſt ads, ani 
Wits among Azatients and Moderus (iuch as Dr. Bur; e 
Cnarter Houle, Mr. Locke, &c.) Who have been fo fen et 
feeming Repugnancy, as to deſpair of ever clearing it, or recon, 
ing the Ideas. Is there no ſeeming Repugnancy in maintain 
rhat the ſame Act is certain as being toieknown, #uLC2r {4.4 
depending on the il of a tice Agent? I ſhouid be (a to { 
the ſeemiug Repugnancy anſwered, or took off any other war thin 
by an humble Acknowtedgment of our Ignorance in the 4 
Things of God. And I would remind this Author, that Thi; 
very Inſtance about Preſcience, and Free- will, carries much grene: 
D.Fculty in it, than the Doctrine of Three and One. For, hne 
is no Argument, I know of, againſt the Latter, but What is c. 
pable of a juſt Solution: That is, it may be ſhowa where the 
Argument has a Haw, and where the Chaim breaks. But in the 
other Cate, I think, the utmeſt we can do is only to prove that 
the Argument muſt have a Flaw ſomew/ere, tho' we ſee not where; 
being conteat to reiolve all into the inſerutable Per fect:on of the 
divine Freſcente. which infinitely tranſcends our finite Capacities. 
With this Author's good Leave then, there is a Difference be: ween 
theſe two Caſes: But the Advantage lies wholly on the {ide of 
the Doctrine of the Tr:ntty, as being more ealiy defended than the 
orher. And if he pleaſes but to point his Logick, contained in 
Page 6'?, againſt Free will, or Preſcience, with the ſame Rg 
as he in ends it aganſt the Trinity; J dare promiſe Him an ablo- 
lute Victory Ae, tho' not here. But this, perhaps, the Author 
Was not aware of; any more than of the Difference between y. 
ing. that few underſtand the Doctrine of the Trinity, and fe.“ 


* * + 2 
« > Ga» W's» * 


under tand the Coxtrovery about the Trinity; committing tho T 
{ame Bande cwice p. 12, 153. See my Supplement, p. 76. 10 


; i) 
A 


be the Guide of our Prat 
Directions given in Scripture: Not philo/aphical Con- 
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while we are bringing you plain Scripture Proofs for 
Chriſt's Divinity, as plain as can be brought for the 


[Divinity of the Father ; you are filling People's Heads 
with Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm, with ſpecifick and 
/ividual, with identical whotes and undivided Parts , 
with Acts and no Acts, with Cauſes and no Caujes, 
Vith derived and a#nderived, with Coordinations, Three 
| ſapreme Gods, Three Subſtances, and I know not 
Tebat; all cavils taken from the AMauucr of the 
ITbing, and intended to undermine the Doctrine it 
Ef, which is and . to be the Subject of Be- 
lf. You will ſay, perhaps, that we have not ſo full 


proof of this Doctrine, as we have of Eternity, Pre- 


| (cience or Ubiquity. Admit we have not: Yer let 
That Point, as to the Truth of the Doctrine, be de- 
Fcided by proper Evidence; diſcarding all vain Pre- 
tences about the Aauner; and then we may bring it 


to a ſhort Iſſue. 
The Directions, you ſay, given in Scriptare concernins 


* Warſp 7 of God and Corijt (and not phule/opbical 


Conjeftures concerning Subſiances and Eſences) ought to 


= 


tice, Let us then follow the 


jectures about Self - exiſtence; nor Pagan Diſtin ions 


about abſolute and relative, ultimate and mediat Wor— 
hip; nor precarious Suppoſitions of one that had been 


God and Creator before, becoming greater by being 


pointed Judge. Let Worſhip all religious Wor- 


ſip, be paid, as Scripture every where directs, to God 
done, and to no Creature. Let none have Worthip 


that cannot be proved to be Goa, nor any want it 


that can: And then there will ſoon be an end of all 
Diſputes; And Morſbip will ſtand upon its old Foun- 
dztions, as it had ever ſtood, before Parans, Arians, 
nd Papijts perverted and corrupted the tiue Notions 
ok it. 

Yon ſtate the main Queſtion between us in 
Theſe Terms (5. 413.) Scripture , you ſay, relis 1s 
there's bat one God even the Father, © Ves. SCr1piure 


& $4, 0G 
Ils 
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ſtiles the Father the one or only God: That is al yo 
ſhould pretend. The ſame Scripture ſtiles the $ 
God, aſcribing alſo divine Titles, Attributes, Cle. 
to Him. Now let your Queſtion be put: 1: ul, 
Senſe, theſe two Propoſitions are, according 10 Peg, 
and the Vſe of Language, beſt underſtood to be ces, en 
I have at large conſidered This very Queſtion, (6 fl. 
red, in a diſtinct Diſcourſe; which was pi.bliflcd h. 
fore this Part of your Reply was put to the Þ:, 
as appears by your quoting my Sermons in the ſy. 
mer Part. I have therefore juſt Realon to con. 
plain of your Complaint, which you have borroyy 
from the Ade Pleader; and which, whatever uy 
then, you have now no Pretence for. I have ſow 
abundantly that your Argument from the ech 
Terms, is not, either, according to Reaſer, or Vſ? of lan 
guage, of any Weight, in Compariſon to the Pugh 
we bring of Chriſt's being God in the Cane Sage 
the Father is, and One God with Him. The 1 G 
viii. 6. which you urge in ſuch a Manner as it th 
whole Scripture was to yield to One Text, and Thu 
miſinterpreted, has been often anſwered. You bent 
me for not expreſſing my Faith in any Script. 
tions: As if every Thing I affert as Matter of Fatt, 
were not as much Scripture Poſition, according to g 
way of underſtanding Scripture, as yours is to you! 
Scriptere-po/itien according to your Way: Only ti 
Difference is, that mine is the Catholich, apo 
way; yours is partly Arian, and partly $0227. | 

Under This Quer), I entred into a Diſcouiſe a0 
tht Meaning of believing Ajſteries, in anfwer u 
the Objections, that our Doctrine is at date d, 
I ſhowed both of the Do drine in general, aud d 
the Particulars moſt uſually = againſt, ud 
They are intelligible; as intelligible, at lcaſt, as Cn. 
nipreſcuce, Eternity, Preſcience, God's Sind, 


& Sermcn, iv. 
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Yo. Wh exiſtence, &c. To the main of the Diſcourſe you 
e nothing to reply: But here, and there you 
row in ſome ſhorr Strictures upon ſuch Parts as you 
4 ink proper. 

„I had faid, the Learned are hardly agreed, whe- 
er Self- exiſtence be a negative or poſittve Idea : 
lt Upon which, you remark, how abſurd This is 
Wy hav: already nu. What is abſurd? The Re- 
of n 1 had made of learned Men, and their differ- 
Io Ing on That Head? No, the Fact is undoubredly 
truce, But it is abſurd for any one to make the 
dea negative: That I preſume is your Meaning. 
and yet you here intircly miſtake what I was talking 
wut; and have certainly d.rermined on the wrong 
cee of the Queſtion. For, the Queſtion upon which 
ie learned have differed, is This; whether when 
ee ſay any Thing exiſts of it ſelf, or is ſelf-exiſting, 
e Words 4 ſe, or of /elf, have any poſitive Meaning, 


4 or mean only that it docs wot exijt of another, Some 
ne carried the Notion of its being pojrive , fo far 
to ſay God is the Cauſe of Himjelf &, or even made 
ü e, as Lactantius expreſſeth it: Which is ſup- 
mr poſing the Idea poſitive indeed, and is manifeſtly ab- 
ch 


rd. Dr. Clarke, one of the lateſt Writers, and 
tom whom one might have expected ſomething ac- 
curate, yet appears to be all over confuſed upon This 


* The Expreſſions of æõ;fονννν. and 49702vr; if ſtrictly taken, 
Flexi to ſuch a Meaning: As allo ex ſe ortus, ex fit, 2nd the like. 


| - . . 5 = = pe 4 IR 2 
201 arius cites ſeveral Teſtimonies of this kind. De Tin, I. 5. c. 
1088885 p. 294. 


% rg. Syneſ, 

Solus Deus eſt, itaque Principium 3 qui ex Sciplo dedit ſibi ips 
Fe principium. Zen. Veron. 

Deus —ipſe ſui Origo cit, ſuæque Cauſa Subſtantiæ. Hieron in 
Epheſ. 3. 

Id quod eft, ex ſe, atque in ſe continens. ilar. 

Ex ie principium cui contigit. #:lar. alter. 

Wel ig £2vTg T0 ev:y 5 . Lach Mea. 

541 namque Principium. 

Ky tripio procreatus ivie fe fecit. Lacan. 

{4.1 very 
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very Head in his famous Demonſtratica of the Ex. 
ence. His proſeſſed Deſign there is to prove jj, 
Exiſtence of a Fir Cauſe a priori: Which ha y 
Senſe without the Suppoſition of a Cauſe i |, 
the Firſt: which yet is Non-ſenſe. The Doctor w, AK 
too wile a Man to ſay that God is the Cauſe i | + 
Himſelf: And yet He ſays what amounts to it 1a, bout 
wares. He ſpeaks of Weceſſty of Exiſtence , as beg i 
antecedently, in Order of Nature, the Canſe y be co 
Ground of That Exiſtence * : Which is, in ſbon Ml 
making a Property, or Attribute antecedent, in Or; WW 
of Nature, to its Subject, and the Cauſe and Groun 
of the Subject. And He talks in his Letters, of th; exiſti 
Necellity abſolute and anie- cedent (in Order of N Exiſt 
ture) to the Exiſtence of the Firſt Cauſe, operating 
every where alike f: As if a Preperty operated n & 
cauſing the Subſtance; or making it to be what it h WF « me 
All This Confuſion ſeems to have been owing to on 


Doctor's not diſtinguiſhing between modal, and cu. un 
ſal Neceſſity; and his not conſidering that SHA. « 
ijtence, or Ajeity **, as the Schools ſpcak, is cg « 70, 


and does not mean that the Firſt Cazje is cither ca « i 
by any Thing ad extra, or by it elf (much lefs by ay WE © on 
Property of it ſelf) but has no Cauſe, is abſolutly WF Y 
#ncauſed. I was not therefore conſidering, whethe tions 


any, or what poſitive Perſections are 1mplicd in S. in r 
exiſtence, or in any Being that is ſelf-exiſtent 3 acai 
you haſtily a prehended, but whether Sf -e. not 
ijlence (having plainly a Reference to the Queſtn m; 
A hence the Thing is) is to be conſidered pojriiveh, M have 
; 416 

* Sce Demorſiration, &c. p. 9, 10, 16. God 
Letters, p. 35. 36, 16. G00 

+ Letters, p. 20, 37. ” with 
** Hanc Dei proprietatem quidam ex recentioribus F, 5 | 
phis Aſeitatem vocarunt, quia Veus, eo quod principio carct, el ert 
a ſe non ab alio; contenduntque eam eſſe Poſtivum Artrivutum ; Wil be c 
quod codem quidem redit ac id quod diximus, {cd vocibus non Y 


fine Cauia ex preſſum eft, Cleriri Paaumatol, c. 3. p. 159: 
negative) 
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vagarvel in Regard to the Cauſe of That Exiſtence, 
have now determined, I think upon plain Rea- 
Eons, that it is negative only: And that we are not 
to ſuppoſe any Cauſe, external or internal, but abſo- 
EQurcly no Cauſe 3 becauſe there 15 no Cauſe prior to 
the Firg. The true way of ending the Diſpute a- 
bout the Attribute of Self- exiſtence being pojrrive or 
weative » is by ſhowing what Ideas are ſuppoſed to 
de contained in it. No doubt, but Exiſtence is a po- 
tire Idea: And the Queſtion only is, whether the 
Manner of exiſting exprelled by ſelf, denotes any 
thing poſitive, It is plain it doth not, ſince it means 
Fexiſting from no Canſe, which is acgative; tho ſuch 
Exiſtence implies all poſitive Perfections. Bp. Stil- 
g fleet on the Trinity (p. 278.) ſays, * To be from 
4 Himſelf, in the Senſe generally underſtood, is a 
meer negative Ixpreſſion — And in This Senſe 
e only, learned Nlen have told us, that it is to be 
= . ood by thoſe antient and modern Writers, 
„ who have uſed That Expreſſion, as when St. Fe- 
« rom faith, that God is „ef- originated. and St. Au- 
« tin, &c, — All theſe and ſuch like Expreſſions are 
only to be negatively underſtood. *To return. 

You proceed to make two or three little Excep- 
tions ( ſcarce worth Notice) to what you met wich 
in my Defenſe. You declare that your Argument 

© zgainſt the Son's being God, in the ſtrict Senſe, is 

not founded upon what can, or cannot be (which I 

am glad to hear) but upon 1 Cor. viii. 6. which I 

' WF have often anſwered. You acquaint me farther, ( 2 

416.) that Two Supreme Gods cannot be One Supreme 

God; which I readily agree to: As neither can two 

Gods, ſupreme and inferior, be one God, or ever ſtand 

| with the Scripture Doctrine of One God. But two 

Perſons in Nature equal, and fo equally ſupreme, may 

de one Supreme God. 

| You aſſure me, that you did ſet out A the Foot 

of Scripture , and do continue upon That Foot ſtill. 1 
See Pearſon on the Creed, Art. 1. p. 39. 

1 | heartily 
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heartily wiſh you could mean, as well as ſay, and ty 
revoke all again preſently, by denying the Son yy 
Holy - Ghoſt to be meceſſarily - exiſting : Which you 
have not the leaſt Syllable of Scripture to count. 
nance you in. And I with you would not every whey 
repreſent a Diſtinction of Order, or Office to he i. 
conſiſtent with the divine Unity : Which again you 
have no Scripture for, but meer fanciful Speculation, 
You have the leſs Reaſon to blame me for mention. 
ing Offce in Reſpect of God: Becauſe, you knoy, 
There was a Time, when the Word God vg 


thought to be always a relative Word of Office, 10 

As to Lucian's Philoparris, I have given 5 11 
Thoughts of it above (p. 72.) Your Hints about! 5 
Paſſage of Irencus, which I had ſufficicntiy ex hi. ; 
ed * by another of Novatian, and a third of Teriulln, Wi 
are very trifling. Thoſe Hereticks thought it men UF 5 
and degrading ſor God to become AÆπ Which 2 


made ſome of Them deny Chriſt's Divinity, ard 
Others his Humanity; all, the Union of Both Natur 
in one Perſon. Whether You, or I give the mo} 
Countenance to Thoſe Heretical Tenets, I leave th 
Reader to judge. 


* 


* Pefenſe, p. 325. 


QUERY 
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QUERY XIX. 


yßether his the (the Doctor's) whole Performance, 


whenever He differs from us, te any thing more 
than a Repetition of This Aſjertion, that Be- 
ing aud Perſon are the ſame, or that there 
is vo Medium between Tritheiſm and Sabcl- 
lianiſm ? which 1s remoding the Cauſe from 
Scripture to natural Reaſon; ut very conſiſtent 
with the Title of his Book. 


OU begin with telling me, that if hub or more 
Intelligent Agents can be the ſame Being, or ſubhiſt 


| is the ſame individual Subſtance ( provided the Azents 
| be not all of Them Self-exijtent ) This will no way affect 


te Truth of Dr. Clarke's Propoſitions, The Reader is 
to know that by the ſame Being, or Subſtance, in this 
caſe, is underſtood the ſame neceſſarilj-exiſting Subitance : 
For neceſſary and precarious, that is, wncreated and creat- 


ed, cannot be called the ſame individual Subſtance. By 
| Self-exiſlent , as you have now explained your ſelt, 


you mean meceſſarily - exiſting. The Sum then of 
what you have here ſaid, amounts to This wiſe Sen- 
tence; „ If Two or more intelligent Agents can 
* be the ſame weceſſarily - exiſting Being, or ſubſiſt in 
* the ſame Xeceſſarily-exiſting Subſtance (provided the 


Agents be not all of them rp, ) This 


* will no way affect the Truth of Dr. Clarke's Pro- 
« poſitions. What is This to the Purpoſe? Do not 


you here plainly deny that two Perſons can be one 
| "ceſary Being, or Subſtance? And This is what Dr. 


Clarke 
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Clarke has often denied x; and could never give a (yg, 
cient Reaſon for doing it. Indeed the Poder ( 
you ſor Him) ſeems at length to have given up hh 
general Principle, which he firſt infiſted upon, +, 
that Tivo Perſons cannot be one Being; which H. 
chiefly grounded upon the Conſideration of , 
imaginary Compoſition implied in it. I fay, He 1 
pears to have given This up; being at length ſenh. 
ble that He has allowed, in another caſe, Subſtauct wi 
Subſtance, Being and Being to make One Subſtance ard 
one Being, without any Compoſition. But what the 
Doctor (or you) inſiſts upon now, is, that Two fad 
Perſons cannot be one meceſſary Being or Subſtang; 
or that derived and underived cannot be Both ij. 
cluded in one Neceſſary ſubſtance, Which tho! it |; 
putting the Objection upon a different Foot, yr: 
wants to be proved as much as did the other: And 
15 equally liable to the Charge I brought againſt the 
Do tor in this Query, his removing the Cai 
from Scripture to natural Reaſon; to a philoſophici 
Queſſion, whether the Ideas of Self- exiftence wi 
Neceſſary - exiſtence be the ſame or different, a 
whether underived expreſſes an eſſential Perſccticn, 
all that Veceſſary-exiſtence does, or only a Relation df 
Order, and Mode of Exiſtence. After all your Pr; 
tences to Scripture, you really reſolve the Diſpit: 
into This Aetaphy/ical Queſtion: And you carrot 


Three intelligent Agents in one individual, identical Subſtance, 
is ſo ſeit-evident a Contradiction, that I think no Reaſoning can 
make it plainer than Intuition. Dr. Clarke's Three Letters, p. 31: 
Two Perſons to be one Being. I think a manifeſt Contradiction 
in Terms. Clarke's Reply, p. 157. 
Two Perſons in one and the ſame individual wncompounded be. 
ing. is an expreſs Contradiction. Ibid. p. 169. 8 
Two Individuals cannot, without an expreſs Contradiction, 
have an Identity of Nature. Reply, p. 184. | 
The Reaſon why our Saviour could not affirm that He and li. 
Father were one Being, is becauſe he would thereby have affirmed 
{hat they were One Perſon, Reply, 291. | 


advancd 
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Idrance your Cauſe at all by Scripture, but by the 
| Help of your Metaphyſicks. You take your Riſe from 
I. Cor. viii. 6. to come at wnoriginate : Thus far is 
dommenting upon Scripture. The reſt is Philoſophy , 
Eric Philolophy, drawing Inferences from unoriginate 
to Self-exiſtence , from Selfrexiſtence to Neceſſary-exiſt- 
ce, from thence to the Father's being alone ne- 
ceſlarily-exiſting, from thence to the Excluſton of the 
Son from being neceſſarily - exiſting , from thence to 
the making Him a precarious Being (tho' in Words 
you deny it) and from thence to his being a Creature: 
This is the Courſe of your Reaſoning. Your Te@Toy 
Jiudbs, or fundamental Error, lies in your Philoſophy, 
confounding unoriginate (as did the antient Euno- 
mians ) with Neceſſary-exiſtence ; which you have no 
Foundation for: Or if you be allowed to make Weceſſa- 
11-exiſtence the ſame with Self exiſience; you will then 
| never be able to prove, that the Father alone is Self- 
exiſtent; or that the Self-exiftence of three Perſons (fo 
underſtood ) is at all inconſiſtent with a real Diſtin- 
ction of Order, and OfficeÞ It will be changing 
the Names of Things, and nothing more. It is ma- 
| nifeſt, from what I have obſerved, that Scripture is 
not the Thing you truſt to, but Philoſophy ; be- 
E cauſe when we have granted you all you pretend to 
| have proved from Scripture, wiz. that the Father is 
the firſ# Perſon, derived from none, you are {till but 
where you where, till you call in Philoſophy and A4e- 
taphyſicks to make out the reſt, and to determine the 
main Queſtion. You are now pleated to put the 
Matter upon This, whether two ſupreme Perſons 
en be one ſupreme God. You fay (p. 420.) Two 
| equally ſupreme Perſons united may be in the complex 
Senſe, one..Being, one Subſtance; but They will not 
oe quentiy be one ſupreme Governour, one Lord, one 
| Coz, Now, here in the firſt Place, I very much 
blne your not attending to the Diſtinction of ſu- 
| preme in Nature, and lupreme i» Order. It is in 
the firſt Senſe only, that we aſſert Two, or Tlves 

Supreme 
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Clarke has often denied *; and could never give a (x, 
cient Reaſon for doing it. Indeed the Doctor ( 
you ſor Him ) ſeems at length to have given up hi 
general Principle, which he firſt inſiſted upon, 25. 
that 77 Perſons cannot be one Being; which R. 
chiefly grounded upon the Conſideration of h. 
imaginary Compoſition implied in it. I fay, He 9 
pears to have given This up; being at length fen. 
ble that He has allowed, in another caſe, Subſtanct wi 
Subſtance, Being and Being to make One Subſtance ad 
ane Being, without any Compoſition. But what the 
Doctor (or you) inſiſts upon now, is, that TW O ſu 
Perſons cannot be one meceſſary Being or Subſtanc; 
or that derived and underived cannot be Both in. Ml 

cluded in one Neceſſary ſubſtance, Which tho! it |; nian 
putting the Objection upon a different Foot, u Four 
wants to be proved as much as did the other: And WWF He 
15 equally liable to the Charge I brought againſt tl: Nneve 
Do-tor in this Query, his removing the Cai WF exilt 
from Scripture to natural Reaſon; to a philoſophic! WM und: 
Queſſion, whether the Ideas of Self- exiftence wd WM ior 
Neceſſary - exiſtence be the ſame or different, the 
whether «derived expreſſes an eſſential Perfection, nife 
all that Weceſſary-exiſtence does, or only a Relatim of WF not 
Order, and Mode of Exiſtence. After all your b. dul 
tences to Scripture, you really reſolve the Diſpu WWF hav: 
into This Metaplſical Queſtion: And you cannot! WF the 


whe 
Three intelligent Agents in one individual, identical Subſtance, 2 
is ſo ſeit-evident a Contradiction, that I think no Reaſoning can WF mai 
make it plainer than Intuition. Dr. Clarke's Three Letters, p. 3. M 
Two Perſons to be one Being. I think a manifeſt Contradiction Wi 5 
in Terms. Clarke's Reply, p. 177. 
Two Perſons in one and the fame individual wncompounded he. equ 
ing. is an expreſs Contradiction. Ibid. p. 169. 5 Len 
Two Individuals cannot, without an expreſs Contradiction, con 
have an Identity of Nature. Reply, p. 184. | Go, 
The Reaſon why our Saviour could not affirm that He and li my 
Father were one Being, is becauſe he would thereby have affirmed WF di 
zhat they were Ore Perſon. Reply, 291. pie 


advinco 
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EB vance your Cauſe at all by Scripture , but by the 


Help of your Metaphyſicks. You take your Riſe from 


FS. Cor. viii. 6. to come at wnoriginate: Thus far is 
tommenting upon Scripture. The reſt is Philoſophy , 


Elſe Philoſophy, drawing Inferences from unoriginate 


to Self-exiſtence » from Self-exiſtence to Neceſſary-exiſt- 


mc, from thence to the Father's being alone ne- 
cellarily-exiſting, from thence ro the Exclu/on of the 


Fon from being neceſſarily - exiſting , from thence to 
the making Him a precarious Being (tho' in Words 


you deny it) and from thence to his being a Creature: 


his is the Courſe of your Reaſoning. Your Te@Toy 


Jebdbs, or fundamental Error, lies in your Philoſophy, 
en unoriginate (as did the antient Euno- 
mians ) with Neceſſary-exiſtence; which you have no 


Foundation for: Or if you be allowed to make Veceſa- 


rj-exiſtence the ſame with Self exiſtence; you will then 


© never be able to prove, that the Father alone is Self- 


exiſtent; or that the Self-exiftence of three Perſons (fo 
underſtood ) is at all inconſiſtent with a real Diſtin- 
ction of Order, and Office. It will be changing 
the Names of Things, and nothing more. It is ma- 
nifeſt, from what I have obſerved, that Scripture 1s 
not the Thing you truſt to, but Philoſophy ; be- 
caule when we have granted you all you pretend to 
have proved from Scripture, viz. that the Father is 


the ft Perſon, derived from none, you are {till but 
| where you where, till you call in Philoſophy and Afe- 


taphy/icks to make out the reſt, and to determine the 


main Queſtion. You are now pleaſed to put the 


Matter upon This, whether two ſupreme Perſons 


| can be one ſupreme God. You fay (p. 420.) Two 
| equally ſupreme Perſons united may be in the complex 


Senſe, one..Being, one Subſtance; bat They will not 
coe quentiy be one ſupreme Governour, one Lord, one 
God, Now, here in the firſt Place, I very much 
blaine your not attending to the Diſtinction of ſu- 


preme in Nature, and lupreme in Order. It is in 


the firſt Senſe only a that we aſlert Two, or Threz 
| Supreme 
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Supreme Perſons; ſupreme in every Perfection, u. 1 
ing no higher or lower , no better or worſe, no B. by 
grees ot effential Power , Wiſdom ; or any oth WA Yo 
Attribute. At the ſame Time, Thoſe Perſons, hu Tex 
ramallj fupreme in Nature, are not equally ſug I {a 
2 Ge, bs Two of Them are ſuberdinet to On : os 
the Head and Center of Unity. And, becauſe They WW whe 
are in Nature z-4wvided, and in Order referred uy h thin 
That one Head and Fountain of all, They arc tha. 
fore, with Him, One Governor, One Lord, and (y 
God, And tho* the Authority, the Dominion, the 
Power be conſidered always primarily in the Fahy 

et is it common to all; only with this Order, thy 
the Father has it from none, They from the Fay. 


So that all that remains peculiar to the Paths, WF chi 
is a Pre- eminence, or Priority of Order. Thi; ; WM in 
the Cauholick Doctrine which you are endeavour FE * 
to confute : But, inſtead of Arguments, you gene S. 
give us only ambiguous Words, and Names, to cc. ple 
iound and perplex what ought to be kept clear ad Cl 
diſtinct. E ho 

You tell me of running counter to Scriptere and It 
Antiquity , in making more than one ee [x 80 
preme over all. Here you are only doubling upon, qu 
or trifling with, the Word Sapreme. I make This ſu; 
ſupreme in Nature; I ſuppoſe One only jew: in N 
Order, or Office: Show me cither One Text of Scry- 
ture, or one fmple Teſtimony of Carholich Antiquity a 
(| allow not Euſebius for ſuch ) that plainly contr: in 
dicts Either ol Theſe Poſitions. They appcar to me. | 
Both of them, true and juſt Poſitions; founded in tl 
Scripture, and confirmed by the univerſal Suffroge o lt 
the .Autiems. If they appear not conſiſtent in you: ( 
Poiloſophy, own it frankly and ingenuouſly, 4s an ho- d 
nzit Man would: But do rot miſ-report Scripture | 
and Antiquity. \ 


What follows in P. 421, 18 only repeating vont 
own Fictions both of Me, and of the Antients. 


1 x 
I had 
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1 had appealed to the Prophet 1/aiah, as interpreted 
1 by St. John, making Father and Son One Lord of Hoſts. 


© You tell me bluntly, There is no ſuch Thing in the 
© Texts; referring me to Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doftrine. 
E 1 ay, there is in Thoſe Texts all that I before al- 


ſerted: And why do you now refer me to Dr. Clarke, 


E whoſe Pretences I had before “ conſidered, and, I 
© ;hink, confuted? h 


You tell me that neither the antient Writers, nor 


1 Bp. Bull, are at all of my Opinion in the Point of 
| equal Supremacy of Dominion, But fo jar as I appre- 
bend of the Artients, and of Bp. Bull, They were 


exactly of my Opinion, as They are directly oppo- 


| ſite to yours: And I wonder at your Preſumption in 


claiming any Acquaintance with Them, or Intcreſt 


in Them. 


You have a pretty Argument (p. 425.) to prove 
St. Paul a Pagan, and an Idolaten, upon my Princi- 
ples ; that is, upon the Principles of the Catholic 
Church in all Ages: For mine are no other. Bur 
how is This wonderful Conſequence to be raiſed? 
It is firſt by ſuppoſing, that St. Paul excluded the 
don from the One Godhead; an imaginary Conſe- 
quence drawn from the 1 Cor. viii 6. And next by 
ſuppoſing, that St. Paul allowed mediate and inferior 


Worſhip; another imaginary Inference drawn from 


1 Tim. ii. 6. Phil. ii. 11. After ſporting your ſelf 
a while in ſo ridiculous an Argument, you come to 
invent ſomething for me to ſay: You ſuppoſe 
I ſhall ſay, that our Lord is Thu One God men- 


& tioned 1 Cor. viii. 6. Which you think highly ab- 


ſurd. But what if I ſhould plead, that That One 
God is a filly Expreſſion, where there are not Two 
OUne-Gods ; and therefore ſhould rather tay, that our 
Lord is not That Perſon there ſtiled One God by 
way of Eminence, but Another Perſon, who is yet 


* Sermons, p. 30, 31. 
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One God with Him. Your Interpretation of the 
Coas many and Lords many, as alluding to the fine. 
1% and inferior Deitics of the Pagans, ſtands uo 
the Authority of Mr. Alede: Who, like a mode 
and Jecarned Mans, propoſed it only as a plauſie 
(onjetttre, not with the Confidence you ſpeak of jr, 
An ingenious Genticman * has very lately ſuggeſq 
feveral "Things on That Head, well deſerving Conf. 
deratien 3 and ſuch as appear ſufficient to make Ny 
Azede's Conſtruction pals for precarious at leaſt, if not 
certainly falſe. There's one obvious Objection to be 
farther ulcd againſt it; that to make the Gods ma 
anſwer in the Compariſon (in your Way) They ſhoull 
be underſtood ro be many ſupreme Gods; which Vet 
the Heathens never aſſerted, but the contrary : Ay 
Dr. Cudworth and other learned Men have abun. 
dantly thown. To me it appears, that Ihe may 
Cods and many Lords mean the ſame Thing, un. 
der different Names; and that St. Pazl, in Oppoſi- 
tion to having many, aſſerts that all Things Were of 
The One God, and by The One Lord, intima- 
ing their perfect Unity of Power, Perfection, 
and Opcration, ſo as to be Both but Oe God and 
One Lord; the One Lord being Oue with the One 
Cod, and vice d To proceed : How well you 
have been able to anſwer the Charge of Pohrbeiſas, les 
been ſcen before: And particularly as to Crigen, it has 
been ſhown that Bis Anſwer to the Charge in his 
Piece againit Celſus, was nothing like yours, but 
directly contrary ; affirming Father and Son to be 
One God. 

I paſs over your Repetitions in p. 426, 427, Which 
have been abundantly anſwered. Two Gods, One 
Supreme and Another inferior, is ſo manifcitly your 
Doctrine, that you do but expoſe your ſelf to ridi- 
cule by ſtruggling to evade it. The. Socinians, in I his, 


* ir. Wade's ſhort Inquiry into the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
&C. b 37. & c. 
nes 


Az 


* 
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were plainer Men, and did not ſcruple to conſeſs a 


| clear Thing. 


You pretended, before, to bring Avre - nicene and 


| Poſ-nicene Writers againſt me, as to the Point of charg-— 
| ing you with Polythelſen. I knew you had none, but 


that you had unhappily deccived your {clt with a few 


; ſecond - hand Scraps of Athanaſius, Hilary, and Bab, 


which you underſtood not. 1 an{wered your Pre- 
tences, and produced full and plain Teſtimonies * 
againſt you, both from Auate-cene and Poſt-nicene An- 
tiquiry. One was out of a Fragment of Dionyſius Ro- 


' manus, preſerved by Athanaſins ; a very valuable one, 


and ſuch as 20 Critick, will ever doubt of, as to it; being 
enuine: Your Exceptions therefore againſt it, as of 
doubtful Authority, are not worth the Notice; be- 
ſide that I have anſwered them above f. Another Te- 
ſtimony I produced from A hanaſſus Himſelf (or per- 
haps Bail) who makes it Dith:ijm either to ſuppoſe 


Tivo Principles, or to admit One God underived and 


arot her God derived. Your Remark upon Him tor it, is 
ſo very ſhrewd and ſagacious, that it is pity the Rea- 
der ſhould loſe it: He ſhall have it in your own 
Words. D cite a Paſſaze of Athanaſius, that Ze who 
introduces a God underived, and another who is a God 
derived, makes two Gods: Which is not very conſiſtent 
with his own foregoing Words, that He who introduces 
two original Principles, preaches Two Gods: For, 
that in This unoriginate Principality over all, conjiſts 
the Unity of God, was the expreſs Doctrine of all the 
Ante-nicene Writers, Now, are you really ſo blind as 
not to have perceived, that That Oxigination (accord- 
ing to the Antients) was not ſuppoſed to make the 
Father Oze God excluſive of the other Perſons ? 
But becauſe Two of the Perſons were referred to One 
as their Head, undivided from Him ; Therefore all 
Three together were the One God. This was the uſe 
They made of the Origination : Not to throw out 
the Son and Holy-Ghoſt, as you do, but to take 
* Defenſe, p. 338. + p. 347. | 
* Defenſe, p. 33 E 3 
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Them Both in. Vet you are conſtantly repreſen, 
ing that Origination in a quite different Light, 38g 
to a quite different Purpoſe ; mecanly quoting Þy, 
Pearſon tor it: Who contradicts you in the yy, 
ſame Sentence, and repreſents the Caſe as it real 
ſtood among the Antients, being a learned, and 1 ju- 
dicious Man. 

Upon This Occaſion, I ſhall here tranſlate Tl 
Paſſage of Athanaſius, that the common Reader ni 
ſee what the Antients thought of Tritheiſm, in a very 
few Words. 

« He that introduces Two Principles (or Heads) 
c« preaches up Two Gods: Such was the impuls 
« Docirine of Marcion. Again, He that aſſerts an 2 
« created God, and another God created, du 1if 
« make Two Gods; becauſe of the difference of Ny 
ce ture (Eſſence) which He blaſphemouſly introduce, 
& But where there is one Head, (or Fathcr) aud 
« one Offspring from Him, there is but Ore Cd, 
« the Godhead being perfect in the Father, and the 
e perfect Godhead of the Father being alſo in thc 
e Son.” TI refer the Reader to my Defenſe, (p. 338.) 
for the Original; where he will alſo find other Pal. 
ſages to the ſame purpoſe. 

What you produce next from Jaſtin, Novatian, 
Hilary, and Bp. Pearſon, the Reader may judge of 
by the laſt of Them; whom you quote as ſaying, 
This Origination er the divine Paternity , has anlicntl 
| been looked upon as the Aſſertion of the Unity. Hue 
you ſtop, as uſual, The very next Words of By. 
Pearſou are; And therefore the Sou and Holy - Gnu 
have been believed to be but One God with the Father, 
becanſe both from the Father, who is Oge, and ſo tie 
Union of Them * : Directly contrary to what you 
cited Him for. Such are your Repreſentations of 


Authors; ſuch your manner of uſing the common 


* 


Pearſon on the Creed, p. 4c. 
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QUERY XXIII. 


Whether the Doctors Notion 0 f the Trintt 'Y be more 
(ear and intelligible than the other? 
The Difficulty in the Conception of the Trinity is, 
jan Three Perſons can be One God? 
Does the Doctor deny that every One of the Per- 
fam, ſinzly, is God? No: Does he deny that 
Cod is One? No: How then are Three One? 
pres one and the ſame Authority, exerciſed by all 
male them one, numerically or individually one 
and the ſame God? That is hard to conceive 
F how three diſtinct Beings, according to the Do- 
| or's Scheme, can be individually one God, that 
is, Three Perſons One Perſon. 
f therefore One God neceſſarily ſignifies but One 
| Perſon, the Confequence is irreſiſtible; either 
that the Father is that One Perſon, and none 
elſe, which is downright Sabellianiſm; or that 
| the Three Perſons are Three Goa. 
Tous the Doctors Scheme is liable to the ſame 
| Difficulties with the other. 
There is indeed one eaſy way of coming off, and 
hat is, by ſaying that the Son and Holy Spirit 
aue neither of them God, in the Scripture-ſenſe 
H the Word. But this is cutting the Knot, in- 
© ſtead of untying it; and is in effect to ſay, 


te) are not ſet forth as divine Perſons in 
F Scripture, | . 

Dees the Communication of divine Powers and At- 
| inomes from Father, to Son and Holy Spirit, 
F | . malle 
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make them One God, the Divinity of the 1. 
latter being the Fathers Divinity? ty y, 
ſame Difficulty recurs: For either the Sn 1 
Holy Ghoſt have diſtine# Attributes, and q 6 
ſtmet Divinity of their own, or they have wy 
If they have, they are (upon the Dotloy'; bj 
ciples) aiftinet Gods from the Father, aud; 
much as Finite from Infinite, Creature ſſom c 
ator ; and then how are They One? [f th 
have not, then, ſince they have no other In 
nity, but that individual Divinity, and i, 
Attributes which are inſeparable from the |, 
ther's Eſſence, they can have no diſtinc Fn 
from the Father's; and ſo (according tb 
Doctor) will be One and the-ſame Perſon, In 
7s, will be Names only. 

Q. M hether this be not as unintelligille as i 
Orthodox Notion of the Trinity, and lil 
the like Difficulties: A communication f 6 
vine Powers and Attributes, without {| 
Subſtance , leing as hard to conceive, n 
much harder than a communication of Bull it 
gether ? 


O U begin thus: The Diſſiculiy in the Conti 

of the Trinity, is not how Three Perſons can! 
One God. For, the Scripture no where cvpreſ 
Doctrine in thoſe Words: And the Difficulty of unt 
Standing a Scripture Doctrine ought not ſurely ie 
wholly upon Words not found in Scripture. The ſs 
der is to know that This is a new Turu, int 
ro bring you off from the firſt ſtate of the Queſt 
where you happened to loſe your ſelf, in your fi 
Anſwer. However, tho' it may paſs for an ing 
ous ſhift in Diſtreſs, there is very little in it mo 
than in your firſ# Anſwer. Only it is hard upon - 


(1 
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bare vow Anſwers now formed to old Queries, 
do be put upon changing my Method of De- 


K s often as you are pleaſed to vary your Re- 
Fos. Whoever taught you This new Turn, was 
Yuan of no great Prudence, or Foreſight : He did 
r conſider how it inevitably recoils upon Dr. Clarke, 
br, the Scripture no where expreſſes in Words, or 
Senſe, his main Doctrine that the Father alone 1s 
Weceſarily-exxiſting, that neither the Son nor the Holy- 
Weſt is Neceſſaril-exiſting : (lo you now confeſſedly 
berſtand Self-exiſtent ) Theſe are Tenets not found 
Scripture expreſsly, not ſo much as deducible by 
y Conſequence, or Shadow of a Conſequence. 
Why then did you not conſider better, before you 
Sew up a Charge upon others, which at length falls 
ly to your own Friends? You go on: 'Tis very 
unge that a Man of your Abilities ſhould write 4 
N Book without ſo much as knowing, or ever once 
i able to expreſs what the true Queſtion is. And 
is very ſtrange that a Man of your Abilities ſhould 
rceive nothing of my miſtaking the Queſtion, when 
u firſt anſwered the Queries; but ſhould be forced 
lam This, at length, of the Aodeſt Pleader, 
Wm whom you have been content to ecchoe it. 
ho my Abilities are very ſlender, yet This mean 
Negeſtion will hardly find Credit, even among the 
cit Readers that can at all diſtinguiſh between 
Eprovable Untruth, and one that is plainly Roman- 
„ Wben you are again diſpoſed to abuſe an Ad— 
, do it a little more artfully ; if without any 
uh, yet with a little Diſcretion. But I excule 
Wu for being miſled by a Third Perſon, who was 
JW wiſe to fet his Name. As to the Queſtion, I 
e not miſtook it, but have kept cloſe to it; while 
Doctor and You have bcen cither induſtriouſly 
Nuiſing it, or unfairly running from it. You 
aht think it ſufficient if your ſhifting, and ſhul- 
Ps in ſo momentous a Controverſy ( which plain 
© honeſt Men, on either fide, can but hardly ex- 
| e cuſe) 
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cuſe) be paſs'd over as tolerable; or may but admit gl 
any candid, and plauſible Colour, from the Circyn, 
ſtances you are under. It becomes you not, in the 
mean Time, ſo magiſterially to correct others for fh. 
ting the Queſtion right, and as it ought to be {ya 
Had you but had the Courage, and Spirit of your 
Fricnd Mr. Hhiſton, I doubt not but you your fe 
would have ſtated the Queſtion as He, and 1, ang 1 
Men of Senſe and undiſguiſed Ingenuity have c 
done. But enough of This. 

You were here to clear Dr. Clarke's Doctrine g 
the Charge of Three Gods. You firſt obſcrve, the 
the Word God no where in Scripture denotes the 
Holy - Ghoſt. Well then; you will throw Him ut 
from being God, and reduce the Number to Tay, 
Tho', when I wrote before, I imagined, Dr. Clit, 
and You, had admitted the Holy - Ghoſt to be Gui 
and the rather, becauſe I never heard that you had . 
tracted your Subſcription, or would ſcruple to ru 
it. But not to preſs you farther on ſo tender a Pain; 
how get you off from aſſerting Two Gods, the B. 
ther and the Son? You have nothing to ſay, bu 
Repeating, and Trifling : Let us go to anvthi 
Point. 

You are next to retort the Charge of Tria 
upon Me: which I have anſwered more than on, 
and need not do it again. Dr. Clarke's Scheme, you 
tay, is cafily expreſſed in the very Words of Scry- 
ture. Bur, had the Doctor gone no farther than 
Scripture , his Scheme could never have been @- 
preſſed at all. Only, ſince He has told you when, 
and how, to underſtand Self-exiſtent , and where u 
exclude it; now you pretend his Scheme may be 
expreſſed in Scripture words. Do you imagine thx 
cannot as caſily, or more eaſily , find Scripture 
words for mine? But This is trifling. Why late 
you not laid down your Doctrine in Scripture 


words, that I might compare it with the Doc 
WE, 
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oy Propoſitions, to ſee how far They exceed, or come 
ſhort? I may here diſmiſs the Auodeſt Pleader, who is ſet 
in the Front, and is not anſwering my Detenſe, but my 
Oneries: Which you had done before, and, I thini;, 
more to the purpoſe; I am ſure more in eg and 
frankly , and more like a lover of Truth. I have 
reaſon to complain of your not digeſting your Book 
etter, and not throwing your disjointed Materials into 
| 2 more neat and regular Order, after you had fo long 
Time for the compiling. For when ſometimes 1 
thought a Point had been diſcuſſed, and we were to 
| have no more of it, in 'T bat Qwery at lcaſt; as T go 
on ſome Pages forwards, there, I obferve, I am to 
diſcuſs the ſame Things again; which gives me ſome 
Trouble and muſt create Conſuſion in the Reader. 

| The 4odeft Pleader, I perceive, draws off in p. 436. 
| And now 1 am to engage a ey Man, whom T'] 
| ſuppoſe to be the Man 1 am writing to. You need 
| ſy no more about the Charge of Three Gods, or T5 
| Gods: I underſtand you very fully, that the Father 
is One God, as being Neceſſarily- exiſting; the Son 
| Avother God infinitely inferior, of the Fathers ab- 
pointing. Strain no more for Apologies: The Thing 
| 1s out, tho* long a bringing forth; and now our 
| Diſpute will run clear. Here is very little of Mos 
ment occurring but what has been anſwered, You 
have a few Quibblcs in p. 438. which are ail abun— 
cantly anſwered in my Defenſe x. You object gp. 
Pearſon to me againſt my ſaying, that the Word 
God is ſometimes taken Perſonally, and ſometimes 
Eſemia/ly. And what ſays Bp. Pearſon? I have a 
great reſpect for his Memory. He iays, the Word 
God in the Apoſtles Creed is not taken Eſſentially : 
So fay I tog, Nor is it taken chte, but prrſ0= 
nally, in the Vicene Creed, Therefore whar ? Where 
fore it is never taken other wiſe: That is your Conle- 


* Defenſe, p. 349. 
E +4 quencoz 
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quence, when you can make any Conſequence of | 
It is the old Valentinian Diſtinction, you obſerye, | 
am glad it is ſo old however: Thoſe Hereticks ſome. 
times borrowed good Things from the Church; tho 
They happened to ſpoil Them in the Uſe. Buy, jr 
you look again into Tertullian, you will find Tha 
Valentinian Diſtinction to be nothing a-kin to ous, 
except it be in the Name. 

In Page 439, you are finding I know nor why 
Perplexities in a very eaſy Thing; which I hay 
accounted for twice alicady, in Print &. Zatelligey 
Agent, being only two Adje-tives, is to be underſtog 
according to the Subject to which the Attributg 
are applicd. Put the Words to Swbſtance, and thi 
we have Intelligent Agent Subſtance, whether in Py. 
ſon, or Perſons, If the Subſtance be thus, or thy 
circumſtantiated, (as explained above) imeliger 
Agent Subſtance may be a ſingle Perſon ; if othervik, 
it may be more Perſons: So that intelligent Agent i; 
different in Senſe and Meaning, according as it may 
be differently applied. What you repeat about 1 
Principle of Individuation, and your farther Specult 
tions thereupon, have been ſufficiently obviated ; « 
have nothing contradictory to any thing I aſſer. 
J allow that Three ſtands for Three, and Tint 
Subitances for Three Subſtances, and Tree Git 
for Three Gods. What is all This to Me! ! 
do not aſſert that Three ſtands for more, or |: 
than Three; nor that Three Subſtances , but that 
Three Perſons (who are not Three Subſtances) are On 


Subſtance; nor that Three Gods, but Three Perſons 
(who are not Three Gods) are One God. What you lay 
of Sabellius, (p. 442.) has been anſwered above. And 
what you ſay of the Church's holding one and lle 
ſame individual identical whole Subſtance , affects not 
me, who never expreſs my Notion in ſuch uncoutt 


* Preface to Sermons, p. 51. 
Supplemers to the Caſe of Arian Subſcriptian, p. 31. 


Taps 


Joh, P · 186. 
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ram The ſame undivided Subſtance is what 1 hold 
and maintain in oppoſition both to Subſtances and to the 
© ctellias Notion of one Hypoſia/is, nominally, and nor 
© ;-aly diſtinguiſhed. 
| Origen's Account of the Sabellian Notion 1s very 
diſtinct and accurate, as I before obſerved, viz. That 
the Father and Son were Ore, not in Eſſence only (or 
Subſtance) ut in Subject (or ſuppoſitum) being called 
© Faber aud Son under different Conſiderations, not 
© really , or perſonally diſtinguiſhed k. This is a juſt 


account of Origen's Senſe in That Paſſage. And it 


is obſervable, that the Noetians of That Time would 
not have been blamed for ſuppoſing the Father and 


© Son to be * Sole, one in Eſſence, (or what we call 
nue in Subſtance ) had they not carried the Union ſo 
© high as to make one Suppoſitum, or what we now 
call One Perſon of Both, without any real Diſtin tion. 
E Your Account of it is very little different from mine: 
E Only you are fond of the Phraſe, ſugle exiſtent Sub- 
face, which ſerves you to play with, and you know 
not what you mean by it. Do bur define what a 


ſmmgle exiſtent Subſtance is, and I will ſoon tell you 


| whether the Name belongs to every ſmgle Perſon, or 
to all together. 


| Undivided Subſtance, in Three Perſons, you ſay, 
makes Three Subſtances. How do you prove it? I have 


| often told you, that Dr. Clarke and you will not 
| admit This kind of Reaſoning in Another Caſe; for 


| fear of dividing the divine Subſtance into numberleſs 


| Subſtances, If you can admit Subſtance and Sub- 
Fance, nay, This Subſtance and That Subſtance , 
| where there are no Subſtances; why do you deal thus 
unequally with others? You muſt allow that Union 
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is enough to conſtitute Sameneſi, without making G. 
ther complex, or compound Subſtance: Otherwiſe you 
make a complex, or compound Subſtance of God. Since 
therefore the ſame, or equal Difficulties bear upon 
Both; be ſo fair, and ſo candid, as to condemn, or 
to acquit Both. As to the Senſe of Hypoſtaſis, I hay: 
delivered my Mind above. 

You bring in a long detail of the Senſe of 84 304 
v76572.015, in which I am very little concerned; having 
never pretended that YH Hi, or Perſon, docs no: im. 
ply Sub ſtance; or feniſy Subſtance, Only, in 1Divini, 1 
Per ſon is not ſeparate Subiſtance, nor, conſcquently, mere 
Per ſous more Subſtances: do that what you Jove to fiy 
in the following Pages, is moſtly wide and for.jon, 
I may juſt throw a few Strictures upon your account, 
a5 ! pa's along, Tabgaucis, you lay, figniſics þ::ralir 
tdentical Subſtance, Now, becauſe you often f d 
ſinzular identical Subiſtance, as if you really under head 
what you are talking about; let us flop a while and 
examine What you mean by it. I conceive, you 
mean juſt as much Subftance as you tale into vour 
Thoughts at once, conſidering it as o:. You bare 
brought the divine Subſtance, under exicr/fonr Aud 
give me Jcave to queſtion you a little upon Thi 
Head, in a ſtyle proper to your Notion. Jon dn 
conceive, in your Thoughts, as muck of that Sub 
ſtance as is commenſurate, ſuppoſe, to the Sau: Pia, 
tell me, if This be not a ſingular identecal Subllauie, 
in your own way of reaſoning. Conlider 0n:y aj 
of That; and then there's another ſingular ident 
Subſtauce. Divide into Ozarters: And then you have 
four ſingular identical Subſtances, And as every Thing 
exrended is (as our A/athematicians tell us) jy 
diviſible; there will be as many ſingular identical Sub- 
ſtances as you are pleaſed to concerve divitible Parts 
Do I miſrepreſent you? Or are none of thoſe Patz 
ſingular identical Subſtances, but all one ſingular der c 
tical Subjlance? What is the reaſon of it? It is not 
that Union raakes SameneT, all real Sarzeieſs © 2 b 

mul 2 


E/ ce in t ; | ina 
till farther diviſible, in conception, infinitely. What 


Fuſe you will now make of ingular identical Subſtan- 


Ine 3 3 ; 
rom to be Two ſrugular identical Subſtauces, till 
J 2 


vou divide the divine Subſtance (as you concave it) 
EF into as many ſingular identical Subſtances as there are 
F conceivable Parts. Having given This hint of the 
F f-uicleflneſs of the Pains you are taking about - 
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muſt ſay ſo: Otherwiſe, upon your Principles, I' 
gemonſtrate that there is not a ſingular iacutical Sub- 


he World; the leaſt imaginable ſame bein 


% I know not: Bur This 1 know, that you can 
ver oblige me to admit Two undivided injeparable 


pg, [ may now ask, is this the Doctribe 


Chiiſt came to teach, that Three divine Perſons mult 
le Three ſingular identical Subſtances % But to proceed. 
I forgot to ask you, Whether any Lo Parts of the 
deine Subſtance, in your way of thinking, are 


t 6 fp 
u, Or Tou Or Kor28Ti,? I know they 
muſt be Vna Sulſtantia, t ho' cither of them 15 apr 


lr Identical Subſtance, diſtinct by ittelf, and This is 
not That, I bclieve, you would be more puzzled a- 
bout the uſe of Terms, in That Cafe, than cer were 
the Fathers in reſpect of the Tiizity. 


What I intend by all I have here ſaid, is to make 


you at length ſenſible of TWO Things, about wiicl 


you have been hitherto _y ſlow and unperceiving. 
1. That a Man may have a very clcar aud full 


Notion of an Union and a Dijtinttion, and yet be ver 


much puz zled about the Names whereby they ſhould 


| be called. 


2. That the Metaphyſical Objections wherewith 


| you have been endeavouring to clog the Carholick. 


Doctrine of the Trinity, (about Specifick, Numerical, 
Individual, Identical, and the like) are not ſo much ow- 
ing to any Difficulty there is in the conception of the 
Doctrine ( which was a plain Thing long beſore ever 
thoſe Words came in, and ſtill is 10) but to the Dif- 
ficulty of fixing, defining, ſettling, in all Caſes, what 
Thoſe ſeveral Words, Names, or Phraſes ſhall import, 
But I proceed, , | Inſtead 
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Inſtead of amuſing your Reader with a long hg 
of the uſe of dn and vroguois, ſuch as the leaned 
will deſpiſe and the unlearned will not edify by; ; 
were better to have endeavoured to give Him  ; 
ſtinct Idea of what the Antients meant by One i TW 
Poſiaſis, or Three Hypoſiaſes. That I may ſay f.. MW 
thing which may be uſeful to common Readers, And 
Caſe lies thus: The Faith of the Church al] org il 
was in Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, One God, ir. Mother 
to which They were baptized. The Father was 0 KS, 
the Son, nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy-Gly; res 
Either of the other. This was the common Fm chu 
of the Church, before either Perſon, or Subſtance, un 
talked of. 


Du.“ 
grew 


* 


In Juſtin Martyr's Time, we find, that nothing yy 
to be worſhipped but God ; That Theſe Thrcc, F. WW an 
ther, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, were all wor ſhipped * Diff 
not as three Gods; that They were believed to be 
really diſtinct, and not nominally only: But The hig 


ſtinction was not expreſſed by Per, ons, nor the Un 
by Subſtance; nor does it appear that the Word In. 
nity was yet applied to this Caſe. 

In Atbenagoras, we find plain mention made of the 
Union and Diſtinition of Father, Son, and Holy-Gholi; 
bur ſtill nothing of Perſons, and Subſtance, 

Theophilus, of the ſame Age, about the Year 180, 
is the firſt Writer extant that expreſsly gives then 
the Name of Trinity. But ſtill Perſons and Sultans 
were not mentioned. 

But upon the Diſputes raiſed by Praxeas, Noe, 
and Sabellius æ, (one after another) it by degres 

grew 


* Facundus Hermianenſis is a little miſtaken, when He confines 
it to the Times of Sabellius: But af we underſtand Him ot &. 
bellius, and his Predeceſſors, Noetus and Praxeas, his Oblervation 

is juſt. His Words are: | | 
Nam fic Eccleſia Chriſti, etiam cum necdum ad diſtinctionem We 
Patris. & Filii, & Spiritus Sancti, uteretur nomine Perſone, Tit: Bi 22 
credidir, & prædicavit, Patrem, & Filium & Spiritum Sanctum, Wi 
Perſona rum autem nomen non niſi cum Sabellius * besen, 
* 3 clan, 
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"ew into common uſe to expreſs the Diſtinction by 
perſon» and the Unity by Ore Subſtance. 1 know 
pot whether Clemens of Alexandria may be reckoned 


d. be firſt Writer extant that expreſsly has the Name 
ro Subſtance (Asad oi) applied in This 
ic. It is certain Tertullian has it, and Perſons too. 


And This became the uſual way of expreſſing what 
pad been all m_ believed, and profeſſed, tho' under 
other Terms. The Sabellians (by which I mean all 
of Sabellian Principles) charged the Catholicks with 
reer Gods, and thereby firſt gave occaſion to the 
Church to make uſe of the Word Perſon : For, their An- 
Efwer was, that They did not profeſs Two Gods, or Three 
Cod, but One God and Two Perſons, or Three Perſons*. 

There being in the Trinity, a Diſtinction, and 


n Union, there would naturally ariſe ſome 
ya Difference about the uſe of ſeveral Terms, to 
„be either plarally or ſingulariy predicared , accord- 
. Jig as the intent might be to ſpeak of the Per- 


in WF ſors as diſtinguiſhed into Three, or as united in 
ii» one God. The fame Names either plurally or fin- 

gularly predicared ſomerimes ſerved to expreſs both 
vo the Di/tinftion , and Union. Gregory Nazianzen calls 
i; WF them Lights and Light, that is, Three Lights, and yet 

but One Light; and ſo Three Lifes and yet but Oye 
'0 Le; Three Goods , and yet but One Good; Three 
an WF Glories, and yet but One Glory; the Mind conceiving 
x: WF the Three as Diſtinçt, tho' in themſelves united and 
inſeparablet. All the care to be taken in theſe Caſes 


Mi, | 
ct Wa Ecclefiam, neceſſario in uſum prædicationis aſſumptum eſt ; ut 
ew WF 0 ſemper tres crediti ſunt, & vocati, Pater, & Filius. & Spiri- 
us Sanctus, uno quoque fimul & communi Perſonarum nomine 
nod yocarentur, Deinde etiam & Subſiſtentiæ dictæ ſunt, quoniam Ec- 
04- deli placuit, ad ſigniſicandam Trinitatem, & hoc nomen diſtin- 
on ion! per ſonali tribuere. Facun. Herm. I. 1. P. 8. 
| See what I have ſaid above, p. 213. | 
em See Hippolytus contr Noet. and Tertull. ady. Prax. 
res f 2% & Com, Gare x, Sac, d, x arynlov, gg way N. 
m, : —97 £XUGEY XY rf £6) 2TH] Mg Ver, S 8 x’ ©» 72 c, S.. 
ret On. 13. p. 211. 


n, WAs 
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25, not to make the Diſtinttion too wide by th T 
plural Expreſhons, nor the Unity too clole by J 
ſengular: And the Diſputes that, aroſe in this C, Gree 
were from Men's different Apprehenſions about Te eithe 
or That Phraſe, or Expreſſion, as being liable to gy ſtanc 
one way or other. Three Spirits was a Phraſe g. of 
rally thought to carry the Diltincion too tar : A fart 
therefore One Spirit became the more common L. the 
kate: tho' even Jerom Himſelf has bcen though ts Ce 

ave uſed the Phraſe of Three Spirits*. Inde 
But the greateſt Debate of all was about The dout 
Flypoſtaſes, begun at Antioch. The Arians Hu thol 
uſed the Phraſe to ſignify Three Subſtances, un. WW the 
derſtanding them to be different in kind ( 25 Gi, MK hind 
Silver, Braſs, ) and ſeparate from cach other. ud 
gain, the Sabellians had made uſe of One TZ] ſho! 
to ſignify One Subſtance in ſuch a Senſe as 1c: no WM that 
real Diſtinction, but nal only. Here was the. mm 
fore Danger on Either ſide; either of dividin; the Sz. Wi im 
ſtance by making Three Hjrojiajes, or of contoundin er 
the Perſons by making Cue. "I his Difference wo a Wi 
length compromiſed (A. D. 362.) ina Synod ot A..“ 
auclria, where Athanaſins preſided: Either manner ” 
of Expreſſion was left indifferent, fo long as iny WW, 
agrecd in one common Faith, mcaning Both the ma un 
Thing, under different Terms. So that ja v77206 WW 
or Tees UT9GUGES , might be aſferted, in like ma £5 
ner as Ss or Od, the ſame Word plurally precicr ban 
ted to expreſs the Diſtinttien , and lo fen lar) 9 — 
expreſs the Union; the plural being cquivs..vt 108 s 
Three Perſons, the ſingular to One Cod: For 1 it ian 
was all the Antients intended, never to make the Pet» Wi fa: 
ſons One, nor the Godhead Many. A 

| A | tla 

* Tres Spirirws nominatos breviter oftendam, — Princi talen Sth em 
ritum Patrem appellat: quia Finus ex Patre, & non Vater rt 
lio. Spririenum autem rectum, Veritatis atque juſtitiz, C5111. | [na 
Dominum Significat. -Porro Spiricum Saudlum aperto nome i 
vocat. Hieron, in Galat. c. 14. p. 268. Tom. 4. . 


ſhor 15 
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The Latins * could hardly bear the Phraſe of 770 
Subſtantie : It ſeemed to carry more in it than the 
Greek's Three Hypoſtaſes. It was underſtood to mean 


either Three Subſtances, (that is, a Diviſion of Sub- 


ſtance) or Three different kinds of Subſtance ; Neither 
of which could be born: And ther:fore Dua Sab- 
fantia became the common Language; bur fo that 


| the real Diſtinction between Father, Son, and H:ly- 
Ghoſt was kept up, to guard againſt Sabellianiſm. 
Indeed, Hilary uſes Tres Subſtantie f: And fo, no 
doubt, did ſome other Latins who where zealous Ca- 
tholicks: Bur then They intended no Difference in 
the kind of Subſtance, nor any Diviſion in the ſame 
bid: Which ſecured the true Catholick Norton ; 
ad the Offence lay only in the Expreſſi;n. In 
ſhort, the main Thing They intended in all, was, 
that the Three Perſons were really, and more than 
| nominally diſtinct, and all but One God. And They 
admitted ſeveral ways of expreſſing the Di/tin£tion , 
or Union, in ſuch Modes of Speech as were thought 


* Er quiſquam, rogo, Ore Sacrilego Tres Subſtantias prædica- 


bit? Hreron, Ep. ad Damaſ. Tom. IJ. . 20. 


Sub nomine Catholicz Fidel, imp'a Verba detendunt; digentes, 


Tres eſſe Subſtantias, cum ſemper Cuthulica Fides Unam Subſtans 
tian Patris & Filii & Spirits Sancti conteſla tit. Farytin, Fid, 
| Toeodoſ, Miſſa. 


Qia noſtra loquendi conſuetudo jam obtinuit, ut hoc intelliga- 


tur cum dicimus eſſentiam quod inre! ifnitur cum dicimus Suff. 
| tam; non audemus dicere unam Eüeutiam, Tres S:ubjlantias, ted 
| unam eſſentiam, vel Subſtantiam, Tres autem Perſonas. Auguſt, 
Trin. l. 5. c. 9. p. $38. 


Sunt Tria quedam coeterna, conſubſtantialia, coeſſentialia, Sed 


eum quæreretur a Patribus, ut diceretur, Quid Tria; nec Een» 
las, nec Subſtantias, nec Naturas dicere aui uur; ne aliqua for- 
te d werſitas crederetur eſſentiarum, aut naturarum, aut ſuoſtanti- 
aum: Sed dixerunt Tyres Per/onas, unam eſſeutiam; ut uaa eſſen- 
ta declararet Deum unum, Tres autem Perlonæ Sanctam Triaita- 
m oſtenderent. Fulgent. de Trin. cap. 3. p. 320. 


Idecirco Tres ſeebſtantias eſſe dixerunt, {uviftentinm Per- 


ae, per Suubſtantias edocentes, non ſubſtantium Pairis & Fi- 
. diverſitate diſſimilis ellentiæ ſeparantes, Hilar, de Synud- 
. 1170. 


M mm | molt 
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molt proper to it. Provided both a real Diſtingig, 
a real Trinity were kept up, and at the fame Time m 
Unity of Gedizead 3 the reſt amounted only to a 20. 
bal Diſpute, or Strife about Words 
I may here remark, that B Nazianzen, Azfin 
and others, blame the ſcantineſs of the Latin Tongue, 
as being the fole Reaſon of the perplexity of the I. 
tins, in relation to the Phraſe of Tres Sub?auij, 
Yer we find, that for a long Scaſon the Phirake cf 


Teas b orig was almoſt as mucha Bone of Contention 
among the Grecks, as Tres Subftantie, among tie 
Latins ; and that it was with great Difficult, that it a 
length prevailed, and became the common Language“: 
3 it was alſo with ſome Difficulty that the oth 

vay of {pcaking, viz. Una Subſtantia, obtaincd among 
hs I.ati;s. The true Ground of all was This, tha 
Both Greeks and Latins wanted a Phraſe to oxprij 


Subſtance confidered as United, but Di. inguiſl i N 


the ſame Time. Three Subſtances (whether unGguons, 
or Subſ/antie ) expreſſed, ordinarily , Three divided 
Subſtances; and the latter, Three of different kin; 
cos therefore could They invent to expreſs Tin 
Tings (Tis res, or Tria) real and ſubſtantial, but 
undivided? we lay the Pinch of the Difficulty, 
Subſlantia ds Subſtaniia rap cd it tolcrably wel; 
like as Luuen de lumine, and Deus de Deo: But ill 
hat were they to put to the Word Three, in tie 
plural way of Predicatton ? Perſons? But Sabellu 
had wreſted, end depraved the Senſe of the Word 
Perſen to an embigt nous, or ſiniſter meaning. Sul. 
fiances? But Thar was allo liable to Miſconſt udien 
end to be perverte wy te another Extreme. However, 


the C e | veccc. 53 os, a Zrees obtained, to ſigniſy 


the ſamc as Te win gr. And ſo long as 10 


* Quamobrem gratis Baflius Romanis objicicbat, quod cum 
nominum Grecorum vim igt norarent. larum duarum vocum 18 
n ficationem ccnfanderent; quando uidem alii e Græcis native Pr 
trizeque linguæ non ignari pror ſus, earum diicrimen non datis 10. 


reiligebant, Le © Dien Panopl. P. 28. 
Divife 
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Divifon be underſtood, the Phraſe may ſerve very 


F.:ll: And ſo perhaps might the Latin Subſtautiæ, 
had not Cuſtom carried it the other way. The La- 
in have ſince invented Tres ſabſiſtentiæ, Tria ſuppo- 


ſia inſtead of Tres /abſtantie; tho* the very School- 


| mm have not ſcrupled Tres ſubjtantie, with the 
addition of incommunicabiles, or relative*, to inti- 
mate that the Perſons are not divided Subſdances, but 
that They are United, and depending on cach other, 
F relative as to Exiſtence, ſo that one cannot be with- 
| out the other, or ſeparate from the other: Under 
| which Cautions They can admit Tres ſabſtantiæ, and 


yet Una ſubſtantia 1n all; like as Tres Res, tho? all to- 


| other Una ſumma Res. The Truth is, every Perſon is 
| Szb/tance (but not properly A Sub fance) Subſtance 

in Union with S9jtazce, and not divided: A Thing 
| ay to be underitood, but not eaſy ro be expreſſed. 


You would find the like Difficulty in expreſſing the 
Parts of the divine Sil auce, in your Hypotheſis of 


F extenſion. You cannot but admit that every Part is 


Sub lauce (Subſtance it mutt be, or nothing) and yer 
becauſe of their inſeparable Union, and their making 
Ore Su2jtance in the whole; you would not dare 
to call one Part A S«57ance, or ſeveral Parts ſæveral 


| Subſeances, This 1 again intimite, that you may 


not be too ſevere upon others, mercly about a Mode 


| of Expreſſion (which is all the Caſe) when, in a pa- 


alle] Inſtance, the Objection may be as ſtrongly re- 


* Eft xquivocum Subſtantia nomen, & ſæpe ſignificat eſſentiam 
—-Potelt etiam ſignificare Suppoſeram; & maxime ſi addatur 


| þrima Subſtantia quia Sappoſitum maxime per ſe Subtiſtit. Unde 


in hac ſignificatione admitri pollunt Tres Subſtantis in Deo, non 
vero in priori. Et propter hanc equivocationem vitandam, mul- 
ti ex Antiquis Patribus negarunt hanc locutionem, ne viderentur 
cum Axio 33 qui eſſentias in Trinitate multiplicabat -& ita 
D. Thomas dicit juxta conſuetudinem Eccleſiæ non eſſe abſolute 
dicendas Tres Subſtantias; addendo vero quod determinet Signiti- 
cmonem , dici poſſe ut Tres Subſtantie incommunica- 


Alles, ſeu relative, Suarez. Metaph. Diſp. 34. Sect. 1. N. 6. 
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torted upon your ſelves. You admit Subſtaxe mg 
Subſtance, where you think it not proper to ſay Su 
ances: And it you had not, yet you could never 


be able to ſhow that Subſtance and Subſtance, cong. Wleivic 
dered in Union, muſt always make Subſtances. Ya Wi 
a great part of what you have been endeavouring un. N net 


Aria 
bot C 
dee 
Life 
the. 
8 ſrart 


der This Query, as well as what Dr. Whitby has ur. 
ged in the Second Part of his Reply, is Cad chief. 
ly upon a precarious, nay falſe ſuppoſition, that, if 
every Perſon be Subſtance, Three Perſons muſt be 
Three Subſtances, and cannot be One Subſtance. Noy, 
to return, 


I muſt here take notice of a Paſſage of Grey lick! 
Naxzianzen, produced firſt by Mr, Whiſton * with gr Nee 
Pomp, as making ſome notable Diſcovery ; and noy n 
by you, I ſuppoſe, for the like purpoſe. What Mr, dit 
Whi/ton roſeſſedly, (and you covertly) intcnds fron An 
That Paſſage, is, that Athanaſius was the firſt Inv. in 
tor, or Teacher of the Divinity, Conſubſtautiality, Cu. WW ©" 
quality, and Coeternity of the Holy Spirit. This woull ſio1 
be a great Diſcovery indeed, had Gregory Navian me 
really ſaid it. tue 

Eut beſore we come to the remarkable Paſſage, h ito 
will be proper to inform the Reader what Gre . 
yy had been ſaying before, and how This Sentence, Wi I. 
which I ſhall preſently produce at length, came in. WF" 
The Oration is a Panegyrick upon Athangin; D 
wherein He runs through the moſt remarkable ind ral 
dents of his Life: his Sufferings, and his Services, Wi th 
his great Prudence, fervent Zeal, and undauntd WF © 
Courage in the Cauſe of Chriſt. He obſerves, hov WF ® 
Athanaſius +, even in his younger Years, before tl: E 
Nicene Council, had very juſt and accurate Notion C 
of the Doctrine of the Frinity ; keeping a Mean be. WF * 

| = 
ec 


* Whiſton's Reply ro Lord Nottingham, Add. p. 92. 
+ Greg. Naz, Orat. 21. p. 380, 381, 


ewe 


tt 


Xt 


XXL, of ſome QUERIES, 467 


ween the extreme of Sabellius (who had too much 
contracted the Godhead , by confounding the Di- 
Iinction) and the other extreme of Arius, who had 
[.ided the Godhead into ſeparate Deities. He de- 
Iribes afterwards the many Difficulties Arhanaſrus 
Inet with, raiſed by the Hatred and Enmity of the 
ia: Particularly in the Year 356, in the Reign 
of Conſtantins, when Gregory the Arian was put into the 
cee of Alexandria, and Athanaſins forced to flee for his 
Frife, Then were the Churches put into the Hands of 
the Arians: Who having the ſecular Power on their ſide, 
fared no Severities; but raged againſt the Catho- 
Flicks with all imaginable Cruelties. Then it was, 
eſpecially about the Year 359, that the antient and 
piuus Doctrine of the Trinity (as Nazianzen * ſays) was 
Fdiſſolved and deſtroyed : And Arianiſm , unſcriptural 
Arianiſm, brought in, in its room. Many, who were 
in their Hearts true Friends to the Antient Do- 
Erin, yet complied too far with the Arian Conſeſ- 
ſions f; which, MNazianzen ſays, He had often la- 
mented with Tears. And ſuch was the violence of 
tue Perſecution, that, excepting ſome few Men thar 
ſtood out, and others whoſe Station was fo low as 
Fro make them be overlooked, all yielded to the 
Times; induced thereto either by Fear, or by In- 
tereſt, or elſe ignorantly circumvented by Fraud, 
During Theſe Storms, and in the midſt of ſo gene- 
nl an Apoſtacy, Athanaſius ſtood firm, and unmoved;z 


the main ſupport of the true antient Faith. In 361, 


Conſtantins, Who had been the Strength of the Aris 
ans, dies: and a worſe than He, Julian the Apoſtate 
Emperor, ſucceeds. Here was ſome Peace to the 
Church, but it was yet miſerably diſtracted with He- 
| relies, with variety of Sects and Parties, tearing one 


mother. In 363, Jalian being ſlain, Fovian ſucceed- 


ed: Still Things were in Confuſion as to the ſtate of 


* Greg. Naz. p. 386. 
Greg. Naz, Orat. p. 387. 
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the Church. The Arians, in ſome Places; were my 
and powerful, and had n endeavouring, v:-/ carly K 
ſtir up the Emperor Foviais againſt Athanaſcus and ky 
Adherents. At This critical Time, in the rag : 
Danger, the great and good Men was not sad þ 
preach the Truth boldly, and to propoſe it © «© 1 
undiſguiſed to the Emperor Himſelf in ritiz;; 
which noble Inſtance, both of his Courage and Cy 
ſtancy, Nazianzen thus ſpeaks. 

& And here particularly appeared the Integrity q 
« the Man (Athanaſins) and the firmneſs of his Fit 
« in Chriſt. For when, of all the other Chriſti, 
&« divided into Three Parts, many were unſound h 
ce their Faith concerning the Son, and z2ore concerning 
de the Holy-Ghoſt (where to be only 4% Impio wi 
«* efteemed Piety) and but a few were ſound in Boy 
« Articies; He was the firſt, and only Man (or however 
e with a very few) that had the Courage to rasch 
« the Truth, in writing, plainly and in cri 
«© Words, The one Godhead and Effence cf 
& Three. And what many of the Fathers before ld 
ce been divinely moved to confeſs in relation to tz 
„San, He was afterwards in pired to conſcß cen. 
« cerning the Holy-Ghoſt; bringing a Gift tu— 
& ly royal and magnificent to the Majeſty Royal, i 
« written Faith in oppoſition to unwritten No- 
« velt . 

Now, what is there in this Paſſage of Naziamu 
more than This: that at a Time when many bes 
abandoned the Faith, and more had been Sneaker, 


* Tay per vp %AAWY , de. Y xl” % As, 151 * 
n ,Lù d #5 r (hiv rar TAV rie r bie GfIW3EYTW?, A! 
Tov rig To vows To Ah, I 3; To Frrer Goto, Ec in 
pin c d Tay zur &wOrege v/ihinorr - Tear» 1, v3! 
2049} Toy GM/05, &ToroAwa Tyy Enbeicr FROM; STRATE H un, 
T@v T&@v winy $£971m 5% &0:%y EY pau; epmoncyuc erg 2 a TH ms 
Aw Tav Tariguy welljwa Tigh Tov vie ix meoTecot, TET0 Tt 7 
ys rr war» wits ,˙/ berger, &c. Greg. Nazianz. Ort. 
21. P. 394+ f 
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1 Time-ſervers, . Athanaſius, with a few Adherents, 
ad the Courage to ſpeak out the Truth, boldly, 
out mincing it: And that This brave Reſoluti- 
n of his was owing to the Spirir of God, moving 
nd inciting Him to make That glorious Confeſſion, in 
Face of the World? I have tranſlated exagio3n, 
cording to what appears to me to be the true and 
al meaning of Nazianzen: who in This very Ora- 
on ſpeaks of the Nicene Council, as called together 
þy che Holy - Ghoſt *, that is, moved and incited by 
whe Holy-Spirit to the Reſolutions They made againit 
Lins, and his Hereſy. In like manner, He ſuppoſes 
A bangſus to have been ſtirred up, by the ſame Spi- 
Lit, to make that noble Confeſſion of the Divinity of 
tic Holy- Ghoſt, and in the like expreſſive Words. 
All this well agrees with what Narzianzen had ſaid, 
but a few Pages before, that notwithſtanding the 
violence of the Perſecution, there were ſome that 
bad Courage to reſiſt, and ſtand firm; whom God 
reſerved, that there might be ſtill remaining ſome 
Feed and Root for 77aezl to reflouriſh, and take new 
Liſe by the Influxes of the Holy Spirit f. 

That This was all his meaning, may appear farther, 
from his repreſenting the Doctrine of a coeſſential Trini- 
ty every Where, as antient Doctrine; and his branding 
the contrary Doctrine as Novelty, in That very Paſlage. 
Nor could a Man of Nazianzer's good Senſe, and 
Picty, be ſo ridiculous, and filly, as to build his o 
Faith (which This was) upon any ſuppoſed private 
Epiration in the 4 Century, or any Century after 
the Apoſtles, or indeed upon any thing but the /a- 
o Writings. It is certain, He looked upon the 
Doctrine of the Godhead of the Holy- Ghoſt, as one 
of thoſe Truths, into the Knowledge whereof the 


| * Greg, Naz, Orat. 21. p. 381. 
| t Greg. Naz. p. 397, 
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Apoſtles were led immediately after Chriſt's Aſcenſion. 
All that was done after, was the fixing it by Te 
that could not be eluded. 

I muſt obſerve, that where Gregory Naxziar: 
ſpeaks of the Smallneſs of the Number joining wich 
Athanaſius , and —_—_— to the NWicene Faith; ſons 
Allowance muſt be made for his Oratorical mane 
of ſetting forth Athanaſiuss ſingular Courage a0 
Conſtancy : Or elſe He muſt be underſtood only d 
the Chriſtians of Alexandria, or Conſtantinople; why 
had been, for the generality , perverted by the 41. 
ans, For, as to other Places, it is certain, that th 
Nicene Faith was, at That very Time, profeſſcd by 
almoſt all the Churches, all the World over. Fr 
no ſooner did the Catholicks recover a little reſpite 
from Perſecution, about the Year 362, but Thy 
condemned all that had been done by the Ariau u 
the Council of Ariminum i; and profeſſed their ſteady 
Attachment to the Nicene Faith. Athanaſius illus 
the Emperor Jovian, in That very Year 363, that 
the Nicene Faith was univerſally received by all the 
Churches of Spain, England, and Gaul; by all [ta 
Dalmatia, Dacia, Myſia and Macedonia; by all Grue 
and Africa, by the Iſlands of Sardinia, Cyprus, and 
Candia, by Pamphylia, Lycia, Iſauria, e/Egypr, Liha 
Pontus, Cappadocia, and the Eaſt; that is, by all tte 
Earth excepting a ſmall Number of Ariaus. He & 
clares, that He was aſſured of the Faith of all Tho 
Churches; and had their Letters by Him to product), 
in teſtimony of it. 

From hence I infer, that Nazianzen is to be Ut- 
derſtood only of ſome particular Place at Thit 
Time over-run with Ariani m; moſt probably, Cir 


* TyrTwy & 45% ved, * &i. Y TYw war» Thy F807 me, KC, 


Greg. Naz, Orat. 37 p. 609. 
+ See Tillemont's Hiſtory of the Arians. Se. 8 3. p- 279. Ke. 
$ Athanaſ Epiſt, ad Jovian. p. 787. . he 
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fantinople , where Eu cbins of NMicomedia, Mauccalinius, 
and Eudoxius had ſucceſſively held the Sce for above 
20 Years; and muſt of Courſe have corrupted great 
Numbers: And it 1s certain, that by the Suc- 
ceſion of Demophilus, (another Ringicader of the A. 
nam) the Catholick Intereſt in That City was in a 
| manner oppreſſed and ſtifled, before Nazianuzen came 
E chither, about the Year 378. 

To return. I have nothing more to ny to your 
hug account of Hypojtaſis, which does not at all at— 
ſcct Me: When you are once able to fix and fete 
the preciſe Meaning of individual 5 iden- ical Subjtance, 
Fyou may then know how to oppole me. That Per- 
Jon is Subſtance, I have always allowed: That Sab lance 
n Subjlance always makes Siebſtauces, you cannot 
prove: Or if you could, you know very well, that 
the Conſequence bears as hard upon the Doctor and 
Nou, as it can upon Me; fince it makes the Divi: e 
Peng, upon your own Principles, a Canon of in— 
dumerable Subſtances: So that you cannot condemn 
my Way of thinking and ſpeaking, but with the 
Phame of Se:f - contradiction, and condemning your 
byn (elves. 

had told you in my Defenſe p. 3 52, that to ſay 
de One God is one Perſon only, and the Father 
Tlat Perſon, is the Eſlence of Savellizci, and 
de Doctrine of Paul of Samyjata*. This vou call 
praztick Hiſtory; which 1 am willing to excuſe, 
ſuritably belicving you really think fo: Tho' had 
Py Man well vericd in Amiquity told me as much, 
| mult have had a hard Opinion of his Sincerity. 
| * 1 T 8 Ta þ rel & gun fo va veg 3483 K Hen g, 
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You pretend , that the profeſſed Doctrine of Tg. 

that oppolcd Paul of Samoſata, was, that the On 0 
God was the Farber , by way of Ewinence. I hat i, WB 
The Father was eminently ſtiled One God: u 
that the Father aſone was the One God, cc 
Of a real Son; as Sabellius, and Paul of Wd ſti 
taught. I have ſhown you above, that the Church le 
Doctrine was to make Both One God: And This vg 
done by the Defenders of the Catholick Faith, erg 


, agaiuſt the Praxeans, Noctians, and Sabellians, Yo WK «i 
4 add that Paul of Samoſata, and the Sabellians, taught de 


that the One God was not the Father ouly, but Tale, Wi dil 
Sen, and Holy- Gheſt. Here you are playing with WI Go 
Terms ( whether ignorantly, or A 1 know the 
not) to deceive the Reader, in a very plain de. An 
Pray, what did the Sabellians mean, or Paul of d 
0/ata, by making Father, Son, and Hoh. Glaſt on: i you 
Cod? Juſt the fame as if you ſhould {tile the . Pan 
ther Creator, Redeemer, and Saxtlifier , and tha it, 
ſay, that the Creator, Redcemer, and San ificr n che 
Cue God, To the Perſon of the Father, the alu ira 
God (according to Them) They were pical.d oe 
apply ewo Names more, that of Son, and Ha-. 
Gheſt: And fo the fame one real Perſon, the Perſon of Ws »: 
the Father, was alone, with Them, the one Cd, 

I ſhewed you This by plain Teſtimonics : Art 
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bow, where is the Difference between Them and You; 
except that They made the Perſon of the Father the 
ane God, under Three Names; You make the fame 
© ne Perſon the alone God, under the one Name of the 
Keſferiſtent God * 3 This 1 demonſtrated very di- 
E flintly to you in my Defenſe ; and you take nor the 
laſt Notice of it. The Reader will ſuſpect you had 
: Reaſon for ſlipping over ſo material a Point. 

ve | retorred upon you your Plea from 1 Cor. viii. C. 
king, how you can make 17 Gods, in Contra- 
au diction to St. Paul, who fays there is but one? You 
lr, WE diſtinguiſh between a /zpreme God, and an inferior 
ith %; which St. Paul docs not: We diſtinguiſh upon 
on WE the frit, or large Intent of the excluſive Terms: 
% And I told you, that our Diſtinction was much older, 
„ad better warranted than yours. I therefore deſired 
de you, no more to charge us with contradi ting St. 
f- ul; but either to condemn your ſelves for doing 
beit, or at leaſt to acquit Both. To this you reply, 
chat to ſay the Son is, (an inferior) God, is no Way con- 
he to this Text, But it is contrary to the whole 
to Tenour of Scripture, and to the fourth Verſe of 
- That very Chapter; which ſays abſolutely, that there 
bis none other God but one. St. Paul does not ſay, no 


* See my Defenſe p. 355, &c. Grezory Nyſſen's Obſervation is 
worth the reciting: He fays thus, 
| © To charge our Doctrine with S4bellianiſm, or Montaniſm, is 
much the * as to impute to us the Blatphemy of Eunomius. 
For if any one carefully examines into the common Miſtake of 
Thoſe Hereſies, He vill find thar it has a near Atinity to that 
of Eunomius. Both judaize in the fame Doctrine; as not 
admitting the Fee, to be God, nor receiving the 
Holy-Ghoſt into the Communion of the Godhead of Him 
whom they call the Great, and the Firf Gol, For, whom 
gabellius calls the trinominal God, the fame does Eunomins 
mme Self-exiſtent: And neither of thera looks upon the God- 
4 bead as common to a Trinity of Perſons. Let the Reader then 
huge who it is that comes neareſt to Sabellins, Greg. Nyſl. 
nt. 9. p. 676, alias 248. 


Nan 2 ſupreme 


— bs —— 
* 
— 
- 


— 
2K — — ———- ̃ ̃ vv —AVͤ INES 
2 3 808 < *. 


— \ ea: -- 
— «„ - ws” » © 2 
- > w - 
b T4 - 
4 
4 R 


- — 
— 
- 


q 

! 
3 

14 

{1 


4638 ASEgconD DEFENSE) Qu.XXI 


ſupreme God only, but abſolutely, None. In Stiick. 
nels therciore you contradict St. Paul, as directly 4 
poſſible: and you have no other way of coming of. 
bur by a novel Diſl inction. Now, fince it is @ 
for us io come off from the Charge you make, by 
the Help of a Diſtinttion, and one much bater wir. 
ranted than yours; why are we blamed, and you 
freed? I have before ſhown what we mean by ur. 
ing that the Son is tacitly included, tho' the Tatha 
be eminently ſtiled the Oue God Not that the Wald 
God, or the Word Father, in ſuch cafes, indude 
Father and Son; but it is predicated of one only, 
at the ſame time that it is tacitely underſtood that 
ir may be caſily prcdicated of Either, or Both; 
iince no Oppoſition is intended againſt Either, but 
againſt Creatures and falſe Gods. You have hu 
paſſed over fifteen Pages of mine, which contained 
"Things of great Moment: I may paſs over two d 
Yours, which contain nothing but Words. 
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2 ſylerbe⸗ Gal. iv. 8. may not be enoug h 10 de. 


termine the Diſpute betwixt us; ſince 11 
| uliged the Doctor to confeſs that Chriſt 1s 
| by Nature truly God, as truly as Man is by 
| Nature truly Man ? 
Ur equivocates there, indeed, as Uſual. Fer, 
he will have it to ſiguiſy, that Chriſt is God by 
Nature, on) as hat ing by that Nature which 
| be derives from the Father, true Divine Power 
and Dominion: That is, he is truly Cd by Na. 
ture, as having a Nature aiſlintt from, and in- 
| fcrior to, God's, wanting the molt eſſential 
Character of God, Selfeexiſtence. What is 
this but triſling with Words, and playing faſt 
| and looſe ? 


HE Modeſt Pleader here ſtands in the Front; 
and, after his ſolemn way, gives me Rebuhes, 
hen He is at a Loſs for Auſwers. He tells me of 
kn expreſs Scripture - diſtinction that I am ridicaling : 
As if ridiculing what is really ridiculous, and what 
very profanely called expreſs Scripture; (viz. the 
Diſtinction of Two adorable Gods, ſupreme and inſo- 
ur) were ridiculing Scripture. However, I Was vi- 
viuling nothing in This Query; but only laying 
before the Reader Two or Three Inſtances of Dr. 
Uarke's equivocating, and rrifling « Which, it ſeems, 
s relented as a high Affront, and is to be turn'd 
4 pon 
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4.70 
upon the Scripture it ſelf. And the Reader is to h 
gravely called ro judge, whether it were a Zed 4. 


Qu. XXly. 


cording to Knowledge , &c. All This, becauſe 
fallivle Man, who has been charging whole Churches 
and whole Ages with Contradiction, and Nonſenſe, h 
been charged with trifling and contradi-ting Him, 
and that in a caſe too, which is ſelf-evident and yn. 
deniable. 

K Argument on which the Charge reſts, i 
This. 

« He that has not the Nature of the true aud gn. 
« ly God, or is not naturally and neceſſarily God, is not 
& by Nature truly God, as truly as Man is by N.. 
« ture truly Man. 

„% Our Lord (according to the Doctor) has not 
ce the Nature of the true and only God, nor is Hz 
* naturally and neceſſarily God: Therefore He is nat 
« by Nature truly God, as truly as Alan is () NU. 
« ture truly Man. | 

Let the Reader now judge whether the DoGor, 
in ſaying that Chriſt is by Nature truly God, &c. his 
not either groſsiy contradicted Himſelf, or meat 
equivocated. It might have become this . 
. Pleader either to have confeſſed the Charge, 
or to have ſhown how to get clear of it. All H. 
can ſay is, that he Son has, by That Nature wh 
He derives from the Father, true Dominion: Aud (0 
has every lawfu! Magiſtrate true Dominion, in as jul: 
a Senſe as is here hs er eg of Chriſt, a Dominion 
derived from God. Is This what according to ule 
of Language, and Cuſtom of Speech, has been un- 
derſtood by the Phraſe God by Nature? And how 
has Chriſt, by Nature, true Dominion, when bis 
Nature is ſuppoſed to have exiſted before any Do- 
minion commenced, and is ſuppoſed alſo to continue 
after the Dominion ſhall ceaſe? Not to mention that 
the Dominion is alſo preſumed to proceed from Fre 
Grant, and to be given or taken away at Pleaſure. 
Is This to be as truly God by Nature, as Man is %) 
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Nawre truly Man? If This be not burleſquing Scrip- 
ture, ridiculing every Thing ſerious, and making a Jeſt 
of all Language, I know not what is. To divert 
the Reader from dwelling upbn the Doctor's Miſ- 
management, you charge me next with a Heap of Ab- 
ſurdities : (p 465.) As it is a very ealy Matter for 
Man, when his Head is clouded, or his Paſſions 
re up, to make Blunders for others, and then com- 
ment upon them. Let us hear. | 

1. The firſt Pretence is, that I contradict my ſelf 
in making Self- exiſtence no eſſential Character, and 
yet approving the putting it in a Definition of the 
ſupreme Being, as an eſſential Character. That is to 
ky, becauſe Self-exiſtence often has, and ſtill may be 
uſed in different Senſes, therefore the allowing in one 
Senſe, what I diſallow in another, is contradicting 
my ſelf. 

5 The ſecond Pretence is, that to call Self-exiſtent 
n ambiguous Term, and an equivocal Word, is ridi- 
alm. To which it is ſufficient to ſay, that to de- 
ny it is much more fo. 

z. The Third Pretence is, that to cal Self-exiſtence 
Character mcerly negative, is abſurd. That is ac- 
cording as it is u:ideritood : For, to make it poſitive, 
in ſome caſes, is infinitely abſurd; as hath been ſhown 
adoVe. 

4. A fourth Cavil is, that the diſtinction of E 
ſextial and Perſonal has no place here, becauſe both 
the Perſon and the Eſſence are ſelf-exiſtent. But this 
i begging the Queſtion. The Eſſence belongs to 
three Perſons 3 Self-exiſfence, or Underiveaneſs, to one 
only : Therctore tho' Neceſſary-exiſtence be an eſſential 
Character common to all, Self-exijlence is not. 

5. A fifth Cavil is againſt my including ſupreme 
in the Definition of the Divine Nature, abſtracting 
from the Conſideration of Perſon. As if, ſay you, 
Sepremacy was 4 Character not of a living Agent, but 
F an Abra Eſſence. Ridiculous enough: As if the 
living Subſtance, common to thre? Perſous, were not 2 

truly 


1 
4 
i bu 
1 
„ 
, 
ih 


) - 
4 
4 

4 


% 


$72 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu N. 


truly living, and Agent, as when conſider'd in one 
Let the Reader now judge to whom the heap of At. 
ſurduies juſtly belongs. You have invented ſome jy, 
ginary ones for Me, and betrayed real ones of yy, 
own ; having a happier Talent at Writing Au c 10. 
others, than Senſe for your Selt. 

Your Argument to prove that a Perſon may be G4 
on account of Dominion before any Dominion com. 
menc'd, has been already anſwer'd. As to the {cf 
of Gal. iv. 8. I reſerred to what had been {aid by , 
learned Gentleman + upon it. You, on the ob 
hand, reſer to Dr. Clathe's Pieces, and to ode Pleg, 
&c. The Diſpute is about the meaning of the 
Phraſe Tois un @Pyou vor Yror, or ſhorter, about 
c Its, God by Nature, what it ſhould ſigniſy; 
whether ſubſtantially and eſſentially God, or real Cod 
25 having true Dominion. The Reaſons for the torn 
Interpretation are ſuch as follow : 

1. The common uſe of the Term dis, for Linc 
or Subſtance. 

2. The uſe of @vysa H in That ſenſe among Gredl 
Writers**: As particularly by Trenaus, and Arhanain;; 
and by Gregory Myſſen in relation to this very Tons. 


3. Worſhip is required to be given to God prin- 


cipally on account of his being d, or Jehovab: 
that is, on account of his being cſentialy, or . 
ſtantiallj God. Nor is it of any moment what the 
Modeſt Plea urges, that then Father and Son will i; 
two Jehovas, if cach of them is to be worthipp'd 3 
* Sce my Sermons, p. 226. 
+ The Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, c. p. 19, Cc. 


True Scripture Doctrine continued, p. 73, Cc. 
Ema rds Critical Remarks, p. 18. 


** Naturaiter Deus, in oppolition to one that only bears Do: 


minion, who is God verbo tens. Ireners allows the Diſtinction, 
but rejects the Application. Iren. I. 4. c. 1. 
O99 dr 167% my , 58 0 arp. Athin. Vol. 2. p. 43. 
Por ebe. Athan. in Pal. p. 83. Greg. Nyil. Contr. Een. p. 
9. See above, p. 25S. Euſtathius, Fabric. Vol. 8. p. 171,155. 
Nu. Cleric. de Art. crit. p. 13. 
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being 3 avs or Jehovah: For, That is ſuppoſing 
the name Fehovah to be proper to owe Perſon only, 
ind not common to more; Which is begging the 
Queſtion. 

Scripture is uſed to argue againſt the Gods of 
the Heathen, as being 10 Gods; not as wanting di- 
vine Dominion only, but as having no divine Nature 
or Subſtance. 

5. The true Notion of /dolatry is paying religious 
Honour to any thing that has not the divine Perfec-- 
tons; that is, divine Subſtance, the only ground of 
divine Perfections. To which may be added, 

6. That St. Paul (Rom. i. 20.) condemns the Wor- 
ſhip of the Creature, confines all Worſhip to the 
Creator: Which is explicatory of Gal. iv. 8. Now, 
the Creator is God eſſentialih, the Creature not eſ- 
ſentiallßÿ God: Whercfore, as all Things are really 
excluded by St. Pam from Worſhip that are not e/= 
ſentially divine; That muſt be the meaning of Gg. 
w. 8. Theſe are the Reaicnz on ourſide. Dr. Clirke 
on the other hand, plcads,. 


1. The different uſe of the word vos in Scrip- 
ure, to ſignify State, Gondition, Capacity, &c. and 
tuen Cuſtoms only. But if the Places be well conſi— 
cred where the Expreſſion Duca, by Nature, oc- 
curs; We ſhall find that it is put in oppoſition to 
ſomething acceſſonal, ſaper- induced, accideutal, or the 
ke: From whence one may plainly perceive that it 
lates to ſomething inherent, innate , permanent, 
bed and implanted in any thing from the ſiürſt. 
The Uncircumciſion by Nature (Kom. ii. 27.) is ops 
poſed to Circumciſion ſuper-induced by Law. The 


4 | Z 13 4 » — e 
Wiidneſs by Nature (Rum. xi. 24.) is oppoſed to. 


hat is ſuper - induced by Grace. The Jews are ſaid 
to be ſuch by Nature, as being ſuch om their Birth, 
In oppoſition to being made, or adipted. The Guns 
tiles do by Nature the Things contain'd in the Law, 


(Rom, ii: 14.) in oppoſition to the doing the fm by 
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of Wrath, born ſuch in oppoſition to the ſuper-in- 
duced New-Birth by Grace : T hat 15; By our depraved 
Nature, our conditio naſcenai, fince the Fall, we ar 
under the ſentence of the divine Diſpleaſure x. Even 
in that famous place (1 Core xi. 14.) Doth not ev 
Nature it ſelf teach gon, &. The Word Nature Gor 
not ſignify Cr/tom, but the Maſculine Nature, in 
oppoſition to the Feminine. Subjection is natural to 
the Women, in token whereof the is to waar her 
Veil; and her Hair, as another kind of Veil: while 
the Alan, in token of his being naturally ſuperior to 
the Woman, goes wirh his Head uncover'd, and 
with ſhort Hair. Nature, in the formation of the 
Two Scxes, has made the diſtinction of Swperioriy 
and [aferiorty 3 and they are born to This, or That, 
by the condition of their Sex. This appears to hy 
the molt obvious and caly ſenſe of That Text. Such 
being the uſual ſenſe of Nature, or of the Phrale 9 
Nature; we may infer thus much from Gal. iv. $, 
That nothing is to be orfhipp'd that has not a deine 
Nature, Whatever is God by Nature, as Chrilt is now 
ſuppoſed to be, muſt have That which makes God 10 be 
God (in like manner as Man by Nature mult have 
That which mates Man to be Man; or a Jew by Nv 
ture muſt have The why makes a Few to be a feu, 
and the like:) And what can That be, but his har. 
ing the divine Perfections, and conſequently, the aivin 
Subſtance, coal with the Father, that is, from 4 
Eternity? 

I may add, that whatever Paſſages may be brought 
of the uſe of Tucwu, yet They come not ſully up to 


\ 
the Caſe; unleſs pou Sos could be ſhewn to bear 
ſuch a Senſe as you would put upon it. Many Lt 
amples may be brought of Ours: Few, ot perhays 


* Naturam aliter dicimus cum proprie loquimur naturam I. 
minis, in qua primum in ſuo gente inculpabilis factus eſt: alite! 
tam in qua, ex illius damnati pœna, & mortales & ignarb & 
64421 ſubditi naſcimur. Auguſt. de lib. Arbitr. I. 3. c. 19. 

non 
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none, of yours. The Afodeſ® Pleader (p. 247. 

thinks that the Paſſage cited out of Euſebius *, where 
Amilian the Roman Prefect makes mention of the 
Pagan Deities , as being Gods by Nature, is directly 
contrary to our Notion; becauſe the Romans did not 
bok upon their Gods to be felf-exiſtent, and ſupreme. 
This obſervation is to the purpoſc, and is not with- 
out its weight. Bur, as the Pagans had ſeveral 
Schemes of Theology, and ſeycral Hypotheſes in re— 
ect of their Gods, and it cannot be certainly known 
what Hypotheſis «Emilia» went upon; we cannot 
be certain in what ſenſe he uſed the Phraſe. And 
tho the Pagans did not believe more than one ſu— 
preme God, yet their inferior Gods were generally ſup— 
pos'd Hol, eternal, and neceſſarily exiſting ; which an- 
ſwers to Jeoi 2»aT2 C, Gods by Nature f. Beſides 
that, as many Pagans as ſuppoſed the inferior Gods to be 
nothing hut the Polyonymy of their one ſupreme God, 
muſt have thought them all to be Je xAT A. Cn, 
Gods by Nature. 

I may add, that it ſeems highly probable that 
Amilian deſign'd what he laid, in anſwer to wha 
Dianyſius, or other Chriſtians had pleaded 3 wiz. that 
They worſhipped one that was God by Nature, in 
oppolition to the Pavan Deities, Which were none of 
tem ſuch. I ſay, in anſwer hereto, He pleads that 
tgeir Deities were Gods by Nature allo: And why 
then might not Chriſtians worſhip both the Pagan 


* ib N d XWAU4 , rer, etrig £51 9196, rA Tay ata - 
J Teorxuyay ; Euſeb. J. 7. C. II. p. 3375 

The Primary and Archical Beings, according to Proclus, were 
the Pagan Deities. 

"AT417 65 S, JT TWTOTE Jede 2 41h tulrel, TH TOwr% x& 7% 
eim Jig do, ονατ˙eg 1G. T&U its, Tyr F020 (111) £7457 iu ni A 
1X Ser-. Procl. Plat. Theol. I. 1. c. 3. p. 5. 

Vid. Plotin. Ennead. 2. l. 9 c. 1. 

Ai r Ns ge ,, T * de ru erer. y. 
Nluſt, de Mund. cap. 2. p. 244. 
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Gods, and their own? The Heathens had befor, 
This Time Jearn'd to refine their Theology, and to pre- 
tend 2s much in honour of the Pagan Divinity, as the 
Chriſtians pleaded for Theirs : And the Diſpute now 
was, which of them could moſt clearly make good 
their Plea “. 

Bur I procced to a ſecond Argument for your ſenſe 
of the Text. 

2. The Afode? Fleader argues, that if St. Paul hid 
gone upon our Scheme, He would not have {id 
Tos un Guam b Yeotsy but Trois u. PLou 80 2g, 
nor Them which by Nature are not Gods, but Them 
which by Nature are not God: Becauſe to ſay, They 
are not Gods, as not being of the ſame divine Sub- 
ſtance, ſecms to intimate that They would be 
Gods if they were of the ſame Subſtance, and not ant 
God as upon our Principles. But St Paul's Lx. 
preſſion is very right. The Fault of the Pagan wa 
not in worthipping Cod; had there really been may 
Cds, many Gods by Naure: Ther Fault was i 
worſhipping Goas that were not really, and effcctialy 
fuch. Nor would it be any Fault in Chinltiuns to 
worſhip znany Gods, were there really many Gods by 
Nature But the Fault is in worfhipping any that 
are not Gods by Nature, or more Gods than there 
really are; Which Fault is committed by worſhipping 
more Gods than one, becauſe there is but one God h 
Nature. Whether more Perſons than one would be 
more Gods, or otherwiſe, by partaking of the ſme 
Subſtance; is neither athrmed nor denied in This 
place of Sr. Paul: Only the Pagans are condemn'd 
for worſhipping Thoſe as Gods, which had not thc 
Nature of Gods, or what was neceſſary to make them 
really Gods 


Cum de Re loquimur divina vobiſcum, Hoc ut oftenditis 
expoicimus, eſſe Deos alios natura, vi, nomine: non in ſimula- 
chris propoſitos quos videmus, ſed in ea ſubſtantia in qua conve- 
niat æſtimari tami eſſe nominis oportere virtutem. Arnob. conti. 
Gent. I. 3. p. 101. 


2. If 


* 
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z. It is farther pleaded by Dr. Clarke, that the true 


Notion of Idolatry is the aicribing to Any Being ſuch 


Worſhip and Honour as does not belong to it. 

To This Pretence ſee a ſufficient Aniwer in Tre 
Sripture Doctrine continu d * ; of which the Modeſt 
Pla has taken no notice. 

To conclude This Article ; you have nor been able 
to acquit the Doctor of the Charge of equivocating or 
untradifting Himſelf; nor to take off the Force of 
our Argument built upon Gal. iv. 8. for the efſential 
Divinity of God the Son: who, becauſe He is 4- 
frrable, is therefore God by Nature in virtue of That 
Text» Your trifling about the Definition I gave from 
lielanct hon, as if it could not be ſcriptural becauſe it 
b taken from Aelancthon who took it from Scripture, 
z beneath my Notice. 


* True Script. Doctr. p. 76, 78, Ce. 
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Qu. XXy 
QUERY XXV. 


Whether it be not clear from all the genuine J. 
mains of Antiquity, that the Catholick Chun 
before the Council of Nice, and even from th 
Beginning, did believe the Eternity and Conſi, 
ftantiality of the Son; if either the oldeſt Ceed 
as interpreted by thoſe that recite ibem; 1 
the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt Writers, or tle 
pablick Cenſures paſsd upon the Heretichs, 9 
particular Paſſages of the ancienteſt Father, 
can amount to a Proof of a Thing of iti 
Nature ? | 


Am here to dif. ute firſt with the Mode? Pleat, 

who may be known by his poſitive Stile, and n 
giſterial Air, to make good the Title of his Tra: 
tile. I am rebuked for my Preſumption, in I 
Query : And why? Becauſe I have pretumed to tell the 
World what has been proved an hundred Tin 
over: And yet not poſitively afhrming it, but putting 
it by way of Query, to be fairly debated, This fo- 
lemn Gentleman, I ſuppoſe, will call it Preſumpiin 
in a while, for any Man to undertake to defend the 
Faith of all the Chriſtian Churches. To ſuch a Height 
may Men be carried by a ſtrong Conccit of tt 
own novel Hypotheſes. 

{ had modeſtly appealed to the oldeſ# Creed, 
not directly, but as interpreted by Thoſe that u. 
cite Tem. And where was the Preſumption of do- 
ing it? His Cavil, upon This Occaſion, I anſwcrdl 


in a Note to my Eighth Sermon x. I appealed allo to 


* Fermon, p. 31. 
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(ruſures paſſed upon Zereticks. In Reply to This I 
told, : 
45 That the moſt remarkable Cenſures were paſſed 
pon the Ebionites; who taught that Chriſt was a mere 
Man, in whom the ſupreme God dwelt. But if 
their great guilt, and the Heinouſneſs of it, lay in 
the Conſequence of their Principles, in their denying 
Chriſt's Divinity; then it will appear that the modern 
Impugners of Chriſt's Divinity are ncarly concerned in 
the Cenſures paſs'd upon the Ebionites. For, indeed the 
rear Danger and Impiety of their Hereſy was not 
mecrly in making a Creature ſome Years, or Ages, 
unger than He really was; but in denying their God. 
n refuſing to acknowledge Him as really and truly 
Gd, JTrenens*, the oldeſt Father that mentions the 
Ebionites, repreſents the Cafe thus: „ The Ebionites 
« God will judge: How can they be faved, if He 
« was not God who upon Earth wrought Salva- 
«tion? Or how ſhall Man come to God, if God 


« (% Nee) had not come to Man?“ In another Place, 
He ſays, “ Vain are the Ebionites, not admitting the 
« Union of God and Man, by Faith, into their 
« Souls.” He procceds to obſerve, that the holy 
Spirit (by which he underſtands the Logos, as do 
many other Fathers + ) came upon the Virgin: And 
little lower, blames the Ebionites again, as not re- 
ring God along with the Man. Now, it is well 
known in how ſtrict a Senſe Irenæus under ſtood the 
Word God, and that He applied it im the ſame ſtrict 
Senſe to God the Son; as I have proved above. As 
many therefore as deny the Son to be God in That 


* "Aveexpuits Of 2 The Hedi Ta; ovary cwliry & wh 6 tg 5s 
0 T1 02071820 ur ay e771 = e240 L110; fi 4 7as ev0:wTa; xai i aig 
Tr, & py 6 Gebe Ng eis ang, Irem. I. 4. c. 30. p. 271. 
Vani autem & Elo, unitionem Dei & Hominis, per Fidem, 
101 recipientes. ien. I. 5. c. 1. p. 293. 

Non recipientes Deum ad commixtionem ſuam. 

+ Irenzus p. 216. Juſt. Mart. Apol. 1. c. 43. p. 69. Clem. 
ex. p. 654. Tetull, contr. Prax. C. 26, 27. Neva. c. 19. 
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Senſe, were condemned in the Ebionites long 80 
as is plainly proved from This Father. To the tans 
Purpoſe ſpeak other Writers * of the Ebionites (and 
of ſuch others as the Ebionites ) both before, and fig 
the Nicene Council. The great Inpiciy of ſuch Men 


was in their being g Denyers of Chriſbs B. = 
vinity, Blaſphemers againſt his Godhead. How yy 015 


can yet clear your Selves of the ſame Charge, Ie 
not. It was not without Reaſon that Alexander, Bj. 
ſhop of Alexandria, charged the Arians, upon the 


firſt Appearance, with reviving the Impicty of Et, * 
Artemas, and Paul of Samoſata. Theod. E. II. |, \, ſble 
c. 4. 

2. The Aodeſl Pleader goes on to tell us that C.- _ 
rimbus was cenſured; who taught that the Soy if m 
God was not Himſelf made Aidan, but only nie king 


Han. He thinks, he has here ſaid ſomething ima; mw 
Bur, becauſe every Body will not undertiant che 4. 


| mY ee eee 
nuendo, and He durſt not ſpcak p'ainer for Fear dl wards 
diſcovering his whole Heart, we may pats u bent 


over. He takes no Notice of Ceriathas's being con the 8 
demned, as well as Ebien, for denying our Lord's H. F 
vinity , and the Eternity of the Werd. He proceed 40 

* Kc */Xp 1 5,166 479; Nd 4b erer 62:0007/290T4 mg i ©: 11 77 v. 
68% is 7% g., Sonne hUTY TO TUAENT 0) 209/80, II ppo., Frau. 
vol. t. p. 281. 

Aecedit his I eodotus, Hæreticus Byzantius, qui — Dost imnm 
introduxit qua Chritum Hom inein tantummcedd dicere!', Diu 


* 806 
1 "IR : Tertull,. de Præſctigt 

MSN lum negarct. Autor. Append, ad Tertall. de . 
Co 68, + 
» , * , : ; 

4 * g Ag. Euſeb 1 5 C. 28. tice 8 

. SS ; . . 

Fax! of Sazzcſara, his Crime was denying his God. S 
2 32 To Ster z Evra g xf er dg , Vipiit, Syn. Autiock. * 
apud Euſeb. J. 7. c. 30. | ++} 
Hebian Vilcipatus Cerinthi, in multis ei ſimiliter crrans, S ee 
totem noltrum Hominem de Foſeph natum, carvaliter z{t:mazt, rant 
nihi que in co Divinitatis fuliſe docebat; ſed ſicut omnes Pꝛropbe- * 
te, lic & cum gratiam Dei babuiile adierebat, non tamen Bg 
nin Majeſtatis, & Dei Patris Fiiium cum Patre Sempiternam co... 


debat. Philaſtr. Hr, c. 37 
*A See Bp. Bull D. F. p. 178. Jud. Eccl. c. 2. 


Qu. XXV. f ſome QUERIES. 4#1 


to obſerve, that the Yalentinians, and Cataphrygians were 
cenſured; from whom aroſe the Doctrine of Neceſſa- 

.emanations: To which weak Piece of Calumny I 

hve anſwered above. He takes no Notice of the 
ſalentiniaus denying the Eternity of the Logos, nor of 
their making Creature-Creators, nor of ſeveral of their 
- ccber Principles, whereby They led the way to Ari- 
n, as Athanaſius hath ſhown ®. 
0 4. Sabellius, it ſeems, was cenſured for teaching indi- 
"i vidual Conſubſtantiality: That is, for Nonſenſe For 
i HY Corb ſtartiality, and Individual, (in the Sabellian Senſe 
"WM of [ndivideal) are repugnant, and contradictory as pol- 
„be. Nor did Sabellius ever teach Con, nbſtantiality at 
. Whether the Aodleſt Pleader has here ſhown 4 
„zd according to Knowledge, let any Man judge that 
on, Antiquity. He takes no Notice of Sabellius's 
beg condemned for confining the Godhead to one 
ral Perſon , (inſtead of extending it to Three,) ups 
a the very fame Principles, on which Arins after- 
wards founded a different FHereſy**; viz. the appre- 
henfion of there being no Medium f between making 
the Son to be the ſelf-exiſtent Father Himſelf, and ex- 
ang Him from the one Godhead. 

After a lame, partial, and ſalſe Account of the an- 
nent Hereſies condemn'd by the Church, the Afodeſt 
Plader goes on to give as partial and falſe Accounts 
of the Doctrine ot the Fathers. But having obvia- 


* See Moxtfarcon's Preface to the Firſt Volume of Athanaſius, 
127 4 . 24. ; 
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| See my Defenie, p. 335. 355. 
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ted all his frivolous Pretences on that Head before, In 
may now diſmiſs Him, and return to you. lb. 

You are pleaſed to ſay, that my Defenſe of ce. 
Ouery is nothing but a confuſed heap of Words reluim WM vile 
io metaphyſical Subtilties, &c. The Reader, I ſup. be! 
poſe, underſtands by This time what Theſ: and ge 
the like Complaints from you mean. I no {ooner ren 
find you expatiating This way, but I conclude you Wi ub 
had met with ſomething you could not anſwer; WM Y 
being your conſtant Method thus to proclaim you Wi Rep 
Deſcat. Divi 


You durſt not enter upon the main Queſtion de 
bated under this Query. It was whether the Ae. 
nicene Writers, in general, taught a proper Conſub- 
ſtantiality. You were before of Opinion that it wi 
a figurative, or oratorical Conſubſtantiality. I ſuffc'd 
not the Reader to go away with any ſuch weak Pre. 
tence, inſtead of a juſt Anſwer. I laid before you 
{cveral Reaſons to the contrary, ſuch as, I thought, 
might be depended on: And I perceive now, by 
your manner of replying, (which is no replying) that 
you think ſo too. I ſhall 1 the Reaſons once 
more: And where you have ſcatter'd any looſe hint 


that any way relate to them, I ſhall conſider them 
1a their proper places. But 

1. I thought it ſtrange and unaccountable that Uthe 
many Fathers ſhould rhetoricate in a Matter of Faiz 
and of the greateſt importance: And that zone ſhould ubſt: 
be met with wife enough, or good enough to throwiſ&levec 


off the varniſh, and to tell us the naked Truth. peak 

2. I thought it ſtill ſtranger that they ſnond The) 
it, not in popular Harangues, but even in dry Debates n T 
where it particularly concern'd Them to ſpeak accu 4. 
ly, and properly, out of Figure and Flouriſh. ted C 

Hitherto you are plcaſed to be ſilent; not a ſyh Fre 
ble of Reply. Let me go on. 

3. I obſerved, that one principal and ſtanding Ob 
jefrion of Hereticks againſt the Catholick Doctrine 
was that it inſerr'd a Divirou of the 2 

| | flance 


u XXV. of ſome QUERIES, 40; 


ſunce. I thought there muſt have been ar leaſt ſome 
lor for the Objection; as indeed there was, it the 
(uholicks profels d a proper Conſubſtantiality: Other- 
wiſe there was none at all. For, who could 
x filly enough to imagine that Angels or Arch-an- 
es, or any Creature whatever, might not be 
rected without a Diviſion or Abſciſſion of the Divine 
dubſtance? | 

You endeavour at ſomething (p. 472.) by way of 
Reply; telling me that the Antients, by denying ali 
Dion, Abſciſſion, or Diminution did not mean to 
firm that the Son was the individual identical Subſtance 
of the Fatber. I would be glad to know what This 
Phraſe individual identical, &c. means with you. I 
think it plain, that the Objectors, in inferring a Divi- 
un of Subſtance, thought of the ſame Subſtance; and 
the Catholicks by denying Diviſion, aſſerted the ſame 
mdivided Subſtance, Whether This amounts to your 
individual Identical, &c. is no great matter; ſince you 
do not care to ſay, or rather do not yet know, what 
you mean by it. You pretend that the Anticnts in- 
ended only, to aſſert the abſolute immutability of the 
Father; and that He generated the Son, as one Fire 
iges another, without any Diminutwn of Himſelf. 
But what Pretence or Colour could there be for the 
Father's diminiſbing Himſelf, unleſs a proper Con- 
ſwſtantiality was intended? And if one Fire be con- 
ſubſtantial to another, as I think the Fathers be- 
leved; That very inſtance proves the Thing 1 am 
peaking of. I have however explain'd above what 


They meant by Diminution, and what by denying it 


n This Caſe, 

4 A fourth Argument I drew from Another no- 
td Objection made to the Catholick Doctrine, viz. 
Tritheiſm : And I obſerved both from the ſenſe of 
lie Objeftors, and from the method taken in the An- 
ers, what kind of Tritheiſin was intended; ſuch as 


* See my Deſenſe, p. 384. 
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was founded on the ſuppoſition of a proper Con ſulſta. 
ziality. This Argument you have taken no notice of, 
bur. have left it in The Heap, undiſturbed. 

5. I added a fifth Reaſon from the particular is 
of the Sabellian Controverſy, and the Arguments made 
ule of in it; quite different from what would hay 
been, and muſt have been, had the Fathers ben dg 
the ſame, or like Principles, with you and Dr. Clay, 
To which you ſay nothing. | 

6. In the ſixth place, I threw in a Heap of Reaſon; 
Reaſons, 1 think, and not Words only: To one ad 
which, relating to Worſhip, you vouchſafe me a bfi 
Aniwer, but ſuch as I have anſwer'd in another 
place. Upon the whole, you appear to have ben 
much diſtreſſed in This Query: For, otherwiſe who 
would believe that a Man of your Abilities, ata 
lo long conſidering, would leave any thing un 
anſwer'd ? 

Ay, bur aſter all, you ſay, Dr. Clarke's Propofition 
will remain true and wntonch'd, which way ſocver * 
of theſe Points be determin'd, (p. 471.) Indecd, 
They are wonderful Propoſitions: They ſeem to bt 
much of the Sroich Make and Conſtitution; that il 
they be ever fo diſtieſs'd, or cruſh'd, or even ground 
to pieccs, yet they cannot be hurt. To be ferious; 
It the Doctor's Propeſitions have really nothing con- 
trary to the Son's Eternity, or Conſubjiamiality, 0 
Neceſſary exiſtence; (which comes to the fame ) if 
Thcy leave to God the Son That Honour, and Thit 
Worſhip which Thoſe divine Perfections demand; 
If They do not make Him precarious in Exiſtenct 
or dependent on the good Pleaſure of Another; In 
ſhorr, if They leave to the Son the one true God beat 
or divine Subſtance, then let the Propoſitions pals 3 
very harmleſs, innocent, rrifling Propoſitions, cos, 
raining nothing but old Truths under a novel nc 
conceited way of Expreſſion. But if the Propel 
tions really run counter to the Weeeſſcry = exiſtent 
the immutable Perfections, the divine Iorfbip, 2 


Du XXV. of ſome QUERIES. 48 


od the Son (as I conceive they do) then the Pro- 
ion appear to be very nearly concern'd in what I 
Eve been Proving. 
But you ſay, the true and only material Queſtion 
„ Who is the alone firſt Cauſe, the alone ſupreme Go- 
eur 2 &c. Now as to This Matter, I will be 
ery frank and plain with you. Do but ſincerely 
and plainly acknowledge that God the Son is coerer - 
Lu, and conjubjtantial with the Father, of the ſame 
line Subſtance » neceſſarily exiſting, having the di- 
leine Perfectious, Creator by his own Power, worth 
of equal Honour, and of the ſame kind of Worſhip : 
Do but admit Theſe Things, and you ſhall have the 
berty of. talking as you pleaſe about the alone firſt 
, and the alone ſupreme Governor ; That is, Firſt 
in Order, and Office. But if you deny the Son's 
Weceſſary = exiſtence , if you deny his divine Perfections 
Ifrictly ſo called, if you ſcruple to admit Him 
bbs Creator by his ] Power ( which many Ariane 
allow d) and to worſhip Him as Creator; nay, to 
call Him Creator, which the very Eunomians never 
ſcrupled : If you betray your Diſſent from us in ſo Ma- 
„ and ſo materia Poin's gs theſe are; do not then 
pretend that the Supre macy is the main Point of Dit- 
erence, or the only material Queſtion : Becauſe it is 
pretending ſomething directly fal e, and what you kyow 
Ito be falle; and therefore what ought not to be pre- 
tended by any honeſt or good Man. Ir is poſſible you 
may underſtand ſupreme Governor in ſuch a Senſe, that 
all the other Queſtions may be reduced to That one: 
And ſo may they alſo to This one Queſtion ; Whether 
Cod the Son be 4 Creature, or no. If this be your 
[Meaning , then there is no difference betwixt your 
ſtate of the Queſtion and mine, except This; that 


what You have put into ambiguous, equivocal, de- 
and Wceitful Words to confound the Readers, LI have 
ol but into plain, clear, and diſtinct Terms to in- 
eng ruckt and inform Them. And now the main 
? * Queſtion will not he about the Spremacy, whether 
0d | to 
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to be aſſerted, or denied; but about the Senſe yg 
Meaning of Swpremacy: Whether Supremacy is to }, 
aſſerted in ſuch a Senſe as to make the Son a Creay, 
or in ſuch a Senſe only as is conſiſtent with his be 
eſſentially God, and one God with the Father, Tag, 
you may pleaſe to take notice that many other Que. 
ſtions muſt come in, in order to give light into the 
Queſtion about Supremacy : Or if you pretend y 
take the Supremacy in a Senſe peculiar to your {f 
and then to argue from it; This 1s only begging 
the main Queſtion, and purſuing your own Inventions 
in oppoſition both to Scripture and Antiquity. 

You have an odd Remark in the Cloſe: You fy, 
to preſerve the Priority of the Father, and withal i) 
Drvinity, the eſſential Divinity, of the Son, is no Dis. 
culty. This is News from you: I hope, you wr 
fincere, and have no double Meaning. For if Thi 
two Things, the eſſential Divinity of the Son, and the 
Priority of the Father, be admitted as conſiſtent, the 
Diſpute is at an end. But you add, that I pretend 
ſomething more, viz. to preſerve the priority of tie Fs 
ther, and withal, the equal Supremacy of the Son in juin 
of Authority and Dominion, Yes; I do pretend to 
hold the Priority of the Father in Order (which is u- 
zaral) and in Office (which is oeconomical) as conſiſtent 
with the Son's eſſential and equal Divinity: In! 
word, I hold any Sypremacy conſiſtent with the Son 
efential Divinity. If you carry the Supremacy ſarthe, 

ou either contradict your ſelf, or equivocate in! 
childiſh manner in the word eſſential, Chuſe you Et 
rher part of the Dilemma: It is all one to the &. 
gument whether the Fault lies in your Heart, or you! 


Head, 
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QUERY XXVI. 


y bether the Doctor did not equivocate, or pre- 


varicate ſtrangely in ſaying, The Generality 
of Writers before the Council of Nice, were, 
in the whole, clearly on his fide: Vhen it is 
manifeſt, they were, in general, no farther on 
bis fide, than the allowing a Subordination 
amounts to; no farther than our Church is on 
his fide, while in the main points of aifference, 
the Eternity and Conſubſtantiality, hey are 
clearly againſt him: That is, they were on his 


; fide, ſo far as we acknowledge him to be 


right, but no farther. 


ERE I am told by the Modeſt Pleader, (who 


was to rectify your unwary Anſwers to my 


| Oucries, after He had ſcen my Defenſe) that Dr. Clarke 
cid not equivocate, or prevaricate ; becauſe the Ante- 
pmcene Writers agree with Him in all the Points laid 
dun in his Propoſitions, This is a ſhameful Untruth, 
s hath been often proved: And ſince you have now 
jown'd that ſelf-exiſtent is neceſſarily - exiſtent, I ſhall 
point out to you what Propoſitions of the Do- 
cor's are flatly contrary to the Ante. nicene Writers 
m general. His IV® js one: For the Auients al- 
Vvays thought that the Nature, Eſſence, or Sub- 
| axce of the Perſons was ſufficiently declared in 
| Scripture, His V Propoſition is Another: For the 
| Antients never taught that the Father alone is neceſſa- 
F-exiſting, but the contrary. His VII is ambi- 
buous. His VIII" is contrary to all Arriquity, 80 
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are the IX h, X, XI, XII. So 1s the YIys 
in part, if by /elf- 


(Qu 
tap! 
we. 
ſay 
or 


of 


-exiſtent he meant neceſſarily - exiſi 
His XVI1* is directly contrary to the Antient, | 
Senſe, tho* not in Words: The XIX* has no men 
ner of Foundation in Antiquity, The XXV#® hy 90 
Foundation in Antiquity: The Antients are cont 
ry. The XXXI111* is not agreeable to the primitig 
Doctrine. The XXXVIII"® is oddly expreſs'd: T 
covert Meaning directly contrary to the Ate - nien 


Faith. The XXXIX is contrary ro the Aufi. 5 
As to Prop. XLIII; The Antients knew nothing a . 
ſupreme and inferior Worſhip. The XLVII I is G 
trary to all the Antients. So is the L& in part: And te 
Llé in the whole. The LIV. may admit of ſome D 
pute; but, in the main, the Antients are againſt i. . 
About one Third ot the Docior's Propoſitions are ti. 1 
ther directly contriry to Antiquity, or have no Con- ;... 
renance from it. I ſhall not here ſtay to prove e 
Particulars: It has been done before, under the po-W f. 
per Head, in my Defenſe, and in This Vindication q 
it. But, ſuppoſing I had charg'd the Doctor vin, 
ſomething not to be found in his Propoſitions, but i lt 
his Replies, or other Pieces; is the Doctor ever . 
e's guilty of equivocating , Or prevaricaling f Are Ve Th 
not to take his Sentiments from any other part of WF... 
Writings, as well as from his Propoſitions * But 08 | 
roceed. | ty 
What you add about Supremacy and Subordinuim WF... 
has been abundantly anſwered. You furpreze m 
little by one Sentence, p. 477. The Queſtion, ) . 
ſay, is not whether the Son be generated Pun We 
but whether he be generated at all. I underſtand v 
Ihe Queſtion is, Whether God could have a 8 
of the fame Nature, power, and Perfections vi g, 
H.micf: Or, more bricfly, whether ſuch P] e. 


a the Church maintains, is conſiſtent with Sonſby: 
You have hit the Matter right: But why have you 
pretended all rhe while, to lay no ſtreſs on Metaphy 
„ when you here reſt the main Debate upon 4. 

1.0 / 5 on 


3 
1 
2 
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Qu.XX VI. ef ſome QUERIES. 
rphyicks» and That only? For you will nat be 


weak enough to maintain that Scripture any where 
ſxys that the ouly- begolten Son of God is Another Cod, 


nan or not one God with the Father, or that IIe is 
nol of a different Nature, or not neceſſariip-ci ing as the 
N. 12: hcr. A; etaphyſicks muſt do This for you, or no- 
mo ing. You mult call in all your vain Philo!ophy , 
1 out Individual, about Neceſſity , about imtcilizent 


fient, about Coattion, about Subjtance and Sab, auccs, 
| Cauſes, Acts, Will, and I know not what elſe: And 
tit length you'll go off without a Proof, juit as you 


coe come on. | 

th You return to your Quibble about the Sgyprema- 
D ad Monarcly of the Father. That is, all Dom2i-io:s 
9 


Inver the Creatures (1 know of no Dominion, proper 
Lily ſo call'd, over any thing elſe) is primarily in the 
Father, ſecondarily in the other two Perfons, and 
Jommon to all Three. The Dominion is not in the 
Fecher alons: Only He alone has it from none, T hoy 
Irom Him; This is the whole Truth. Dr. Clarke 
' having made ſome Pretence to Abitiquity J 1 houghe 
Ii proper to hint, in eleven Particulars, his Dilogroe- 
ment with it “. I muſt here be forc'd to repcat 
Ibem, becauſe you have ſomething to hy to every 
one of them. 

1. The firſt was, in the Point of Conſuv/fantialiy x 
in denying of which He runs counter to al the An- 
Iucnts. In Reply, you ſay, you uv wot preſeme to [= 
%% the Sen is not confubjtantial; but only that 25 
aher alone has ſupreme Anthoricy and Mai inion. 
Which is either ſaying the fam? J hing in other 
Words, or laying nothing. But as you treſume 
to lay that the Son is not geccſſariiy- exiltin 1 
Wipoſe, all Men of Senſe will ee tin: That 1s 
wa the Conſubſtantialiry; or I know not what 
10. 
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2. The ſecond Charge was, that you do by ge 
ceſſary Conſequence, deny the Son's Cocrerniiy. Hem 
again you preſume not to ſay the Son is not eternal, bu 
the Father is ſupreme, &c. I did not ask about th 
Father : However, what you intend, is, to deny ih 
Eternity, not directly, but implicitely, by aſſerting th 
Father alone to be neceſſarily-Exiſting. Now, it 1 f 
one to us, whether you do it direttly, or by wr 
quence: Undermining the Faith in a ſerpentine wy 
15 as pernicious as a more open attacking it. If yn 
do not deny the Eternity, it is plain however tix 

ou do not aſſert it; and therefore you come vi 
hort of the Aatients. | 

2. Another Article was, the Doctor's Aſſerting $:; 


8 3 


F 


God, to be a relative Word. This I ſhew'd toh 
contrary to all Antiquity, a few Inſtances except 
your Reply to this Article hath been obviatcd abou 
P. 216. 

4. You differ from all the Antients in pretendir 
that the Father ozly was God of Abraham, &c. Ye 
plead, in anſwer hereto, that it is a Scripture Pran 
tion: Which is falſe, as hath been ſhewn. Howe 


the contrary. 

5. You differ from all Antiquity, in pretend 
that the Titles of one, only, & c. are cxclulive 
God the Son. This you ridiculouſly call an exptt 
Scripture Propoſition. I have anſwer'd your Cavik © 
That Head: ln the mean while it is evident, and yo! 
do not gainſay it, that the Azrients never thougits 
you do. | 

6. You again differ from all Antiquity, in pretens 
ing that the Son had not dil inct Worſhip paid Him ' 
afier his Reſurretlion. You here make References Of 
ly, which I may anſwer by References “. 


* D. ſeuſe, p. 272, &c. 
Sce Aloe on . XVIII. 
+ Yu 
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. You run counter to all Aztiquity in pretending 
ht Two Perſons may not be, or are not, o God. 
To this you reply, that the one Cod, you think, al- 
rays, in the Ante-nicene Writers, ſignilics the Father. 
have demonſtrated the contrary. However, it Both 
ogether be ever called God, or included in that fingu- 
ir Title, it comes to the ſame tlung, tio the word 
Dr be away. | | 
8. You contradict all the Aztients, in ſaying, that 


Rar Title of God, in Scripture, in An alſolate Conſtruction, 
"_ ways ſegniſies the Father. The Quotations of the Au- 
„ frof the Old Teſtament have been abundantly 
indicated above. Sce Qu. II. 

* 9. You run counter to all Antiquity, in admitting 
1 inferior God be ſides the ſapreme; and allowing re- 
0 , Worſhip to Both, You appcal to St. Paul, which 
0 have often ſhewn to be a weak Plea; and it is 
ee foreign. The Aatients never underſtood St. Paul 
day ſuch ſenſe, but the contrary. You have there- 
ere no plea from the Aue- nicene Fathers, Which was 
e point in hand. 

io. You contradict all Autiquity in denying the Son 
dai de efficient Cauſe of the Duiverſe. You now ay, 
' "ou nor deny ir; which IJ am very glad of: There 
qe one Point gain'd. You did before, in oppoſing 
ent to inſtrumental; and reſerving the firſt to the 
i eher only, You now fay, the Son is not the ori- 
"© "8-4! efficient Cauſe. This is ill expreſ'd, and worſe 
pe deant: But do you ever find the Autients making 
5 887 vo Cauſes ? 
. You run counter to all Antiquity, in ſuppo- 


Wing (not ſaying ) the Son to be a Creature, That 
8 ſuppoſe it, and really mean it, under other Terms, 
bath been ſhewn®*. | 

| 12, You contradict all Antiquity in reſolving the 
EFourdatios of the Son's Perſonal Godhead into the 
FFower and Dominion which you ſuppoſe Him ad- 
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vanced to after his Reſurre d ion. Tis your cxprch 
Doctrine. Colicct. of Queries, p. 75. 

13. You run counter to all the Antienis in { ppo- 
ſing the Legos to have ſupplicd the place of a Hand 
Soul; and mo king the Logos, as ſuch, pal/itle, As to 
the . part ot this Ch arge, you have given bro 
Hints, up an id down, in This Keply : As to the lit. 
ter part, it is, or was, your exprels Doctrine. Cold. 
of Queries, p. 143. 

Let the Reader now judge of your repcate q Mer: 
of Auiquiiy: Such as none co ld ved. have made 
but the fame that could efpy Arianaiſen in our Liu, 5 

and our Articles, and bring the Creeds to the Chud 
10 ſpea the Language of Htercſy. 


hu. X. 
y, th 
s: 
ico 
doctri 
duct, 
red 
cript! 
Whore 


ER II EUSTON ST A 
Qu nr "AAYIL 


Whether the Learned Doc lor may not reaſcwalij lt 
[upposd 10 ſay, the Fathers are on lis lid 
witn ihe ſame Altauiug and reſerve 6s it 
Preieizas our Church - Forms 10 favour bim; 
that is, proviaed he ina fngerpres as he plea ei 
and make them ſ peut his Seafe, however din. 
tradici zory tO their own ; ; And whether te iru 
Reaſon why he does not care to admit the Te 
feimonies of the Fathers as Proofs, may not bt 


becauſe they are againſt him? 


OU ak me whether I admit the Teſtimonies Ui 

the Fathers as Proofs', ſince I diſapprove of i: 
Doctor's making Them lluſtrations only. 

You think, it had been juſt in me to declare upon 


This Head. Verily, I thought I had declared“ plane 


* Defenſe, p. 453. | Free 
5 
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„that I admit their Teſtimonies as Proofs, two 
lars: Certain Proofs, in many Caſes, of the Church's 
d.Frine in That Age; probable Proofs of what the 
doctrine was from the Beginnigg. In reſpect of tho 
nter, They arc iaſerior additional Proofs, When con 
wed with plain Sc ripture- Proof: Of no moment 1t 
Fcripture is plainly contrary ; but of great moment 
here Scripture looks the fame way, becauſe they 
0 to fix the true Iuterpretation, in any diſput- 
N Texts, I build no Article of Faith upon the Fa- 
I, bur upon Scriprare alone. If the Senſe of 
rpture be diſputed, the concurring Sentiments of 
be Fathers in any Doctrine, will be, gencrally, the 
t ard ſafeſt Comments upon Scripture, fo far as 
Forcerns That Doctrine: Juſt as the Practice cf 
Parts, and the Deciſions of eminent Lawyers, arc 
e beſt Comments upon an AG of Parliament made 
In, or near their own Times: Tho' it be nevertheletfs 
ue, that the Obdience of the Sabject reſts felelj upon 
e Lows of the Land, as its Rule, and Nivalurc, 

| You proceed to vindicate ſome T7an/!1/ous of the 
Doctor's, which I had found fault with. But von 
de fiſt wrapp'd up in Admiration Go the Doctor's 
performance; that ſo acute a Mau, &c. nil no- 
* above 20 Paſſages to cavil at, in a Bol of acar 
No Pages full of Onotations, Whether it was cavit.. 
% thall be ſcen preſently. But you will remember, 
ſit, beſides a general Charge of want of Pertinence 
= many, and of great Vnfairneſs * in the whole 
Lourſe of them; I had over and above taken notice 
t particular Faults, very great ones, in the Doctor's 


ions. And ſurely 20 Faults of This kind were 


tough for one Man to commit within the Compaſs 
pi about 300 Pages: For I examined no farthert, ha- 
Ping found and noted a ſufficient Number for my 


* dee my Defenſe, P. 443 ere. 


be learned Reader will obſerve more Taſtances of like kind, 


ieh. Ded. p. 295, 296. 297, 30%, 312, 31 "Edi 
f 4 D. Jy» 2 . D » » 4» 322. 2 Edit. 
The moſt ſhameful of them, is a Verfion, in p. "212, of a Paſlage 


Wicd at the bottom of p. 311, 
| Purpoſe ; 
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Purpoſe; which was to awaken the Reader's Caytiq, 
and to prevent his relying too implicitely upon t 
Doctor's Repreſentations.” And you will conſid, 
that it was not merely for Inaccuracy in his Tran; 
tions, that I blamed Him, (ſuch as a Man may j,, 
nocently commit, or ſometime chuſe, to fave Tin 
or Pains, when the Cauſe is not concern'd in jt, 
when it is not material whether a ſcrupulous cxacrng 
be obferved, or no) but it was for his mit-tran(ly. 
ing ſuch Parts of what he cited, as were of gre 


. a 2 SM 
moment to the Queſtion in hand, and is inaulirionly 


warping them to his own Hypotheſis. You do 
to labour This Point: For, indecd, the Doctoi's I 
regritz, or Fidelity, to ſay no more, is pretty dey 
concern'd in it; tho' my Deſign was, not to cn 
his Character, but to prevent the Deception of the I 
der. They, who defire to re-examine This Ma 
may pleaſe to look into my Defenſe; that I may nt 
be at the trouble of repcating. 

1. In the firſt Paſſage, I complained of to til 
Rendrings; one of the words, BX Us e, 100 
ther of the word av#ayyaouzy in Both which th 
Doctor ſerved his Hypotheſis, obliquely, aαjes 
Senſe of the Author, You cannot, you do not pi 
tend that his Verſion was juſt: I cited as far as was 
ceſſary to ſhow that it was not. What then? Yo! 
pretend I leave out the ozly words for the babe © 
which the Doctor cited it. I left out no Vos 
that were at all neceſſary to ſhew the Sexſe of tis 
Author, or to judge of the Doctor's Verſion. It un 
undoubtedly the Doctor's Buſineſs either not to c 
or tranſlate the Author at all, or to render Þ 
Words faithfully, ſo far as He did pretend to tri 
ſlate from Him. And. tho' the Doctor's particu 
Deſign, in That Paſſage, might be to ſhew tis 
Athanaſius allowed the Father to be ſtiled the 
God (Mark xii. 32.) yet He had a more general Vt 
ſign, running thro' his Performance, which wi! 


keep the Reader in the Dark as to the anticnt Vi 


0 


» 


Du XXVII. of ſome QUERIES. 495 


be underſtanding it, in oppoſition to falſe Gods, or 
Lbs only: To ſerve which general Deſign, He per- 
Ferted the Senſe of That Paſſage in his Tranſlation 
t It. 
8 The ſecond Paſſage * which the Doctor had mis- 
tranſlated, you are willing to correct, in ſome mea- 
ure, by leaving out the word moſt, But you will 
ſill have it abſolutely and ſtrittly God, inſtead of really 
bod: Which might not be much amiſs, had not the 
Doctor made ſuch frequent ill uſe of abſolutely, in re- 
pect of the Father; intending therein an oppolition 
o God the Son's being abſolutely God. This was 
pot the meaning of Athangſius, who meant no oppeſi- 
in, but to Idols t. I obſerved, that Ahanaſrus would 
ve ſaid, or had ſaid, in other Words, as much of 
the Sow, as He has there ſaid of the Father. To 
Which you reply, that you will net undertake to an- 
fuer what Athanaſius would have ſaid, were J to inclite 
Wor Him: But you deny that He has ſaid it, I ſhew- 
d before what Athanaſius had ſaid, in that very Trea- 


hie x, namely, that the Son is the dh, ſignifying 
pharical Exiſtence; which amounts ro the ſame 
Thiag He had before ſaid of the Father. And to 
new farther, what A:hanaſius world have ſaid, I have 
quoted in the Margin what he rcally has ſaid, in a 
Treatiſe d annexed to the other, written at the ame 
pl ime, and being a ſecond Part to it, fo that They 
may be juſily eſteem'd one Treatiſe. He there teachcs 
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us to worſhip the Son only, and He ſtiles Him Tru (,y 
'Thete Things put together amount to full a; Much; 
was ſaid of the Father * in the Paſſage cited Tm 


Doctor; namcly , Tay AA! 9 aTWs ts 5 , 
ſiguiſying that He is the true God, and that Hs - 
iſts emphatically: And it is manifeſt, that a- 
intended no oppoſition to the Son, in what He | 
the Father, but to Jau only. 

z. As to the third place which I found fault yi 
vou would perſuade us that the Doctor was very | 
vourable in his Tranſlation, and took the leaſt wy 
tage poſſible. I blamed Him for his rendring  « 
bove all derivative Being, intending thercby to l. 
clude the Son; as if Athanaſias meant that the h 
ther was far above the Son: Whereas if it be 1 2 
dred, as it ought to be, far above all created Ben 
would then be plain that this Paſſage relates by 
the Son at all, but to Creatures only. But tlic Dy 
tor, you now jay, might have tranflated it fur ant 
ll Begotten Being. He might, indced, have en 
fo, and have thereby thewn Himſelf as a a Cri 
as before a partial Writer. For what if ſome Co 
rcad Yennrus, with double , inſtcad of fingle; 
any thing more common than Miſtakcs of that wind! 
A little lower, in the ſame Page, the Editions bal 
err, Tor inſtead of yavuTy}. The Senſe mult der 
mine us in ſuch Caſes, and a critical Judgment 0 
the Principles kid down in the ſame Trcafite. 0 
Thing is certain, that however urs be rend 
the Doctor is intirely falſe in ranking the Son und 


ad ( 


_ * 

gunris Blas, becauſe A. haugſids, in the very 1A . . 
clearly exempts Him from the 12 941174, from g e.: 
* Tigerin Thr 1G YWTH; £0.65 6 re xcm9 e. ns 
conrr. Gent. P- 39. m 
T ADA; pts 1% Tay Ogura, x TXT; 13 270044, Vos of 1 6 . 
& Too dal. 7 rare brdęN Ad, KC. p. 39 Ld. * Ci 
comp. Orat. 1. c. 56. p. 460, &c. Which, it there b x ' «El 
doubt. will de erm in: the meaning of the Phraſ: %% ,, Do 
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Bangs. You may, if you pleaſe, ſay, from the begor- 
Jen Beings, and juſtify it in the fame way as you pre- 
tend to juſtify the other. The late learned Editor of 
© i banaſias, eaſily perceiv'd that the word ſhould be 
ÞyomT1s in one place, and yeT@? in the other: And 
W it ſtands corrected in his Edition. | 

141 found fault with the Doctor's Tranſlation of 
n place in Euſebius *, wherein he was doubly blame- 
able: Firſt, for tripping in his Logick, by oppoſing 
Feficient to miniſterial Cauſe, when the fame may be 
both efficient and miniſterial; and ſecondly, for faul- 
tring in a momentous Article of Faith, cxcluding 
Cod the Son from being efficient Cauſe of all Things. 
Upon this you are in a vehement Pallion: It is 4 Ca- 
Evil, moſt ridiculous, as well as unjuſt. I am not di- 
Eplcaſed to hear you ſay ſo; becauſe now I may be 
Econfident that what 1 faid was very right, juſt, and 
Eunanſwerable. © It is an Obſervation the Reader may 
have made, which will not be found to fail in any 
Won? Inſtance, that whenever you throw out this 
kind of Language, it is a certain Mark of your Di- 
Wiireſs, and of your not being able to make any ſolid 
Reply. Let us ſee whether it does not hold true 
Where, as well as in former Inſtances. The Doctor's 
Vrauſlation, you ſay, does not exclude the Sou from 
„ proper efficiency , but from ſupreme ſelf-anthorita- 
BY 7 Efficiency. You may be a better Judge than 1, 
of what the Doctor believes, or maintains upon /e- 
end Thoughts: But I may preſume to judge of a 


© * Oux d auto, "On, 4 Of e0TeT 1 uni ve 71 Tov 
ru d Tom nxyy 749 T&Te%; ac Evicb. Eccl. Theol. l. 1. 
Wc. 20, 

The Doctor's Tranſiation, Or Para phraſe. 
Whereas He might have expreſsd it thus, A Things were 
made by Him, as the efficient Cauſe; He does not iv expret: 
it, but thus; All Things were made by Him as the i 
4 5 Cauſe; that ſo He might rel2r us to the Set fe me FVower and 
8 Efficiency of the Father, as the Maler of all Things.“ Script. 
= ot. p. 89. alias 79. | 


R' rr written 
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written Tranſlation. And, I fay, it is plain from hö 
oppoling efficient (not ſupreme efficient) to miniſteriy, 
that, unleſs his Wits were abſent, He intended 3 
much to ſay that the Son was not efficient Cauſe, 3 
that the Father was not miniſterial, He continue; 
the ſame Thought all along, concluding the Father 
to be the Aiaber (not ſupreme Maker only) of all 
Things; therein ſhe'wing his ſepreme Power, and Fi. 
ciency. This is the obvious Senfe of the Doctor's Ver. 
ſion. But J am not ſorry to find, that cither the Do- 
ctor, or you, are coming off from it, and approach 
ing nearer to Carholick, Principles: Tho' it ſtill looks 
a little ſuſpicious, that you are every where ſcrupy- 
lous of ſtiling the Son Creator, or Maker, and wil 
never ſay that He created by his own Power, but by 
the Power of the Father. 

5- I found fault with the Doctor's partial rendring 
a place of St. Chryſoſlom*, and cutting the Quotation 
ort. You repeat (p. 462.) the ſame thing that 
the Doctor had pleaded tor Himſelf; and which! 
ſuew'd to be injuthcient, in my Appendix. As to 
bil, the Dotior had dealt as partially by Him, 
Baſel makes the Son's inherent Power equal to the 
Father's; and in That Senſe fays, that as te Pourr, 
He is equal and the ſame. The Doctor mcans no 
diere than that the Son's Power (however uncqud 
is dcriv'd from the Father, and in That Senſe They 
ere one in Power. Now, I ſay, Baſil's Idea and the 
Doctor's are very different: And the Doctor ws 
i:ntible of it; dropping the word cqual in his Ver 


fon of Bajfil. Baſil ſhould not have bcen quo— 


ted, as agreeing in the Thing, when He agrees on- 
ly in the Name. You fay , Baſil could not mem 
that the Son's Power is coordinate. But He certain» 
Iv mcant, and faid, that the Son's Power is cqudl: 


* Netenſe, p. 368, 429, 489. 
de my Defenſe, p. 429. 
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Let the Doctor ſay This, and our Diſpute is ended. 
It is plain, that Baſil's Reaſon for the Father and Son 
| bring one, is quite another than what the Doctor's 
is; and that the Doctor's Notion of one in Pow- 
, is not Baſs Notion *. Why then was he 
quoted, and mis = tranſlated, to confirm an Inter- 
pretation intirely different from, nay, contrary to 
his own? | | 
6. I found fault with the Doctor's partial rendring 
| 1 noble Paſſage of [renens f. That Jrenens was not 
E ſpeaking of the Son conſider'd in a repreſentative Ca- 
pacity, (Which the Doctor, without any Warrant *x, 
would expreſs by & uoeÞy Its) is manifeſt from [re- 
neuss referring to Joh. 1. 1. which deſcribes the Son 
3 God before that fictitious Repreſentation the Doctor 
ſneaks of. Therefore the T9 Sein v, Jo o, in That 19 4 
place of Trenæus, is to be underſtood of the antcce- 44.0 
dent Character which belonged to God the Son, be- og! 
fore the World was; ana not of any ſub!equent Kc- 
| preſentation. 
F. I took notice f of a Paſſage in Tuſtin cited by k 
the Doctor, and truly rendred, but fer in a falſe Light N 
to deceive the Reader; as if God the Son were nor 
Himſelf Creator, and God of Abraham, but one perſon— 4 
| atins the Creator, and God of Avraham. 1 
| obſerved, that the Doctor could not have con- | 
futed the Fews, as Faſtin did, while He goes upon 
tne Suppoſition of the Son's per/onating the Father: 
A plain and evident Token of the Doctor's Miſun— 
derſtanding, and miſrepreſenting his Author, when 


The Doctor, by Power, ſeems to mean moral Power; ſuch 
n Moraliſts define to be That by which a Perſon is enabled to do 

a Thing lawfully and with moral Effect: But Baſil means natu- 
ral Power. The Doctor interprets the Text of Chriſt's aſſuming 
0 Hunſelf the Power and Authority of God. Reply, p. 147. Sce 
allo. p. 136, 274. 

See my Defenſe, p. 430, 490. 

** Sec my Sermons. p. 158. 

t Defenſe, p. 431, 
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He makes a great part of the Dialogue Nonſenſe, 1, 
bring it to his Hypotheſis, For how ſhould Jufi, 
ever prove that there was a divine Perſon, diſting 
from Angels, one that was really God, God of 4ir4. 
ham, &c. if the Perſon pretended to be ſuch, ws 
only perſonating the God of Abraham, and was not 
Himſelt God? Might not the Few inſiſt upon it, 
that it was an Angel only, perſonating God? Why 
muſt it be Another, who was really God of Abralan 
as well as the Father“ ? The whole drift of Jun, 
Argument is intircly defeated by ſuch a Fiction d 
Perſonating: Which makes it evident that Juſtia hi 
no ſuch Notion, but the quite contrary. You & 
not pretend to ſay that the Doctor, upon his Princi 
ples, could have contuted the Few in the ſame wy 
with Juſtin: Only you fay, He never thought of cn. 
fating Him upon mine. But it is manifeſt that He did 
confute Him upon this Principle, that there was 1 
Perſon, beſides the Father, God of Abraham, really (6, 
in his own Perſon, becauſe ſo deſcribed in Scripture: 
And therefore there exiſts a divine Perſon, belidcs th: to an 


Father, Sen of That Father; which was to be prov. WF Ye 
cd. Your weak Pretences about the Son's miniſris, equal 
and his not being ſapreme God becauſe of That, hut in re 
been often anſwer'd. tian's 
8, I took notice of ſome Things of a flighter kind; MW 
but ſuch as betrayed too much leaning to an Hypo WF * 
, and tended to convey falſe Ideas to the common * 
Reader t. And tho' the Alteration in ſuch Caſes my N 
appcar ſight, like the Change of a Figure, or a Cy- doubt 
Ex 
* For if He always ſpake in the name, &c. of the Father, 11 — 


Texts could be brought to prove Him Lord God, becauſe Lord Gil Apole 
would expreſs the Perſon and Authority of the Father hu 


it is evident that Fuſtia, Irenaus, and others, do profeſſedly cit DL 
PoMlages of Seripture to prove the Son to be Lord God: iii Lea 
Title or Name then, no leis exprefles the Perſon and Author: | n. 
ty of the Son, than of the Father, True Script. Doctr. colt if a 
nucd, p. 146. | . 


+ Defenſe, p. 432. 
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her in an Account; yet is it very miſchievous, and, 


| # deſignedly done, very dithoneſt. 


9. I blamed the Doctor * for skipping over ſome very 


material Words of Novatian. Do you deny the Fact? 
No: But you inſiſt upon it, that Novatian has a 
great deal which may look for your Purpoſe. I al- 
towed as much before: Only, as the Words were 
| capable of a Catholick Meaning, and muſt be deter- 
min'd to That Meaning if ſome Parts of the Sentence 
ne incapable of any other; I deſir'd that the Words 
per ſubſtantie communionem, by Communion of Subhſtancee, 


(which the Doctor had unfairly omitted) might be 


brought in, to end the Diſpute. 
As to Novatian's rcal Principles, I have given you 


my Thoughts above. He takes a particular way in 
the reſolving the Unity, very like to your's: Vet He 


maintains the Erernity t, and Conſubſtantiality of God 


the Son; wherein He differs as much from you, as 


He agrees with me. The Subordination He expreſſes 
in very ſtrong Words, but yet ſuch as do nor amount 
to an Inferioriiy of Nature. 

You intimate, that the Author intended an in- 


equality of Perfections, and not merely an inequality 
in reſpect of Original- Which is more than Nova- 


an's Words prove; or, at leaſt, than they appear to 


* Defenſe, p. 432. 

1 As to Novatian's ſuppoſing the Father prior to the Son, I ac- 
counted for it in my Defenſe, p. 139, 141. I ſhail here add a 
tew parallel Expreſſions from other Catholick Writers, who un- 
doubtedly believed the Coeternity. 

Ex quo oftenditur ſemper fuiſſe vaporem iſtum wirtutis Dei, 
Nullum habentem initium niſi ipſum Deum: Neque enim dece- 
bat aliud ei eſſe initium niſi ipſum unde eſt & naſcitur. Pamphil. 


Apolog. p. 230. 


Primitivus eſt dictus quia præter Patrem, cui etiam coeternus 


et Divinitate, cum Spiritu Sancto, ante ipſum nullus eſt primus. 


Zen. Veronenſ. Serm. in Exod. ix. 
es 5 ce % 0 f 023,16 —5 und, Iv T0 TWOR ever iure, 
% TW ig & get T9 dat & dlagijtuari mgig,o ms RANG Th ar 


' Tqererayprrey, Baſil. contr. Eunom. l. 2. p. 735. 


me 
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me to prove. I ſhall give the Paſſage in the My. 
gin *, which muſt decide This Matter. Novatia 
there many ways expreſſes the ſame Thing, that hay Wb well as 
the Father and Son been equal in reſpect of Original, This 7 
had They Both been anderived or unbegotten, Them Whole 

might then have been juſt Pretence for making then Neends © 
Two Gods, He adds, that had They been Both ia. the Fa 
ble and incomprehenſible, They had then been 75 Cad, bis Pon 
To underſtand which, we are to remember that it {Whey e 
was the general Doctrine of the Fathers, that God Wfcaule © 
the Son might be viſible and appear in a place, per eo, thi 
ou ſpecies, by viſible Symbols; but that God te Jo the 
Father might not, it being unſuitable to the Ch. Him, 

racter of the firſt Perſon to be ſent, and conſequen- Wi Lid. 

ly to appear in That manner. Upon This Ha. mount 
ſis, had the Son been inviſible, and incomprehenſb, ¶ the So 
in ſuch a Senſe as the Father was conceiv'd to be, chan tl 
it would have been the ſame thing as if He had ben derwer 
Another Father , or Another Firſt Perſon; and Tu: the Fa 
would infer 777 Gods. He is not therefore ſpezk- Wfuitabl 
ing of any Difference as to eſſential Perfection, bur WF One 
only of the Difference between a Firſt and Second WM chiefly 
Perſon ; that one could not be ſent, or become vit nl Ver 


Qu.X? 


by Syn 
4 0 


and confin'd to a Place in any ſenſe: The other WF © V 

might in ſuch a ſenſe as hath been mention'd, vii. WF pear 
le 
Zee. 


* Si enim natus non fuiſſet, innatus comparatus cum eo qu 
ellet innatus, æquatione in utroque oſtenſa, duos taceret innatos, & 


ideo duos faceret Deos. Si non genitus eſſet, collatus cum co (qui) 1 87 
enitus non eſſet. & æquales inventi, duos Deos merito reddidi- cus? 
ſent non geniti; atque ideo Duos Chriſtus reddidiſſet Deos. & oco po 
{re Origie eſſet, ut Pater, inventus, & ipſe Principium omnium, See 1 
ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos oſtendiſſet nobis conſequenter + By 
& Deos. Aut ſi & ipſe Filius non eflet, ſed Pater generans de ie * 
alterum Filium, merito collatus cum Patre, & tantus denotatus qualita 
duos Patres effeciſſet, & ideo duos approbaſſet etiam Deos. Si him ei. 
viſibilis fuiſſet cum inviſibili collatus, par expreſſus, duos inv bil Four ill 
oſtendiſſet, & ideo duos com probaſſet & Deos. Si incompreienj lus pr 
bilis, fi & cætera quæcunque ſunt Patris; merito dicimus, duo- tur. 
rum Deorum quam iſti confingunt controverſiam ſuſcitaſſet. Nunc rata) 

tatam 


autem quicquid eſt, non ex ſe eſt, quia nec innatus eſt. No: 
vat, C. 31, FRY is 
| by 
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by Symbols of his Preſence. Otherwiſe Novatian ad- 
mits the Son in his own Nature to be ommipreſent, as 
well as the Father, as is plain from his Words*, See 
This Point more fully clear'd in Bp. Ball t. The 
Whole Courſe and Tenour of Novatian's Diſcourſe 
lrends only to This, that there is but one Head, viz. 
the Father, to whom the Son Himſelf, his Subſtance, 
his Power, and Perfect ions are referr'd, and in whom 
they center; that there is a Difference of Order be- 
cauſe of That Headſhip; and that, conformably there- 
to, the Son in all Things acts ſubordinately, miniſters 
to the Father, and executes inferior Offices under 
Him, as a Son to a Father, not as a Servant to his 
Lord. This is all that Novarians Words ſtrictly a- 
mount to: And tho' He ſpeaks of the Subjettion of 
the Son, it does not neceſſarily mean any thing more 
than that voluntary oeconomy which God the Son un- 
derwent, and which would not have been proper for 
the Father Himſelf to have ſubmitted to, becauſe not 
Huitable to the Order of the Perſons. 

One Paſſage IJ muſt here give, becauſe we differ 
chiefly about what That Paſſage contains. The lite- 
rl Verſion runs thus**. 

« Whoſe Godifrad is ſo deliver'd, as not to ap- 
e pear to make Two Gods, either by a Dija- 
e greement, or [nequaiity of Godhead, For, all Things 


being 


i Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo adeſt ubique invo- 
catus? Cum Hæc Hominis natura non ſit ſed Dei, ut adeſſe omni 
oco poſſit. Novat. c. 15. 

dee True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 170. 

T Bull D. F. Sect. 4. c. 3. 

** Cujus fic Divinitas traditur, ut non aut diſſonantia, aut ina- 
qualitate divinitatis, duos Deos reddidifle videatur. Subjectis e- 

nim ei, fr Filio, omnibus rebus a patre. dum iple cum his 
Que illi ſubjecta ſunt, Patri ſuo ſubjicitur, Patris quidem ſui Fi- 
us probatur, cæterorum autem & Dominus & Deus eſſe reperi- 
ur. Ex quo dum Huic qui eſt Deus, omnia ſubſtracta (leg. /ub- 
rata) traduntur, & cuncta ſibi ſubjecta Filius accepta refert patri, 
wum divinitatis Auctoritatem rur{us patri remittit; unus Deus 


oſtenditur 
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« being by the Father made ſubject to Him, , 
« to a Son, while He Himſelf, with thoſe Thing 
« which are made ſubject to Him, is ſubject to 9h 
« Father: He is ſhewn indeed to be the Son of h 
« Father; but is found to be Lord and God of ,| 
« Things elſe. And ſince all Things are thus ſub. 
« jected to Him (the Son) who is God, and fi, 
« He owes their being made ſubject under Him 1 
« the Father, He again refers back to the Fahy 
« all the Authority of the Godhead : And ſo t}; 
« Father is ſhewn to be the one true and «a1! 
« God, from whom alone This Efflux of the God. 
« head being ſent out and communicated to the Sy, 
„ revolves again to the Father by Communion of Sl. 
« ſtance, The Son is indeed thewn to be God, x 
« the Codhead is communicated and deliver'd 9 
« Him: But at the ſame time the Father 1s ne. 
« vertheleſs the One God, while That very Majlh 
« and Godhead is, by a rcciprocal Courle, rcturi', 


« and referr'd up again from the Son, to the Far » 7 
« that gave 1t.” Res +D 
This is, I think, a fair and true rendring of 1 Leben, 
tian: Only I am now to juſtify ſuch Parts of H P: 
you will be apt to except againſt. Inſtcad of Ire unuſgy 
lity, you chuſe the reverſe, viz. Equality ; upon lon: vam c 
{lender Suſpicions of your own, againſt the Faith d EY n 
the Copies. Conjectural Emendations ought nevi i - to 
to be admitted, but upon the greateſt Neceſſi; WW... 1. 
For, it often happens that Men pleaſe Themfclvs : Poing 
while with Reaſons that look plauſible: But win: nor 
ider'd, Reaſons 3 "Perl 

the Thing comes to be well conſider'd, Reaſons 5 1 50 
5 Quic 

oſtenditur verus & æternus Pater, a quo ſolo Hæc vis dv rab 
emiſſa, etiam in Filium tradita & directa, rurſum per al far nile ei. 
communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Deus quidem oftenditur fn 
lius cui divinitas tradita & porrecta conſpicitur; & tamen? . 
hilominus unus Deus pater probatur; dum gradatim rec1p100 vn 
meatu illa Majeſtas atque Divinitas ad Patrem, qui decerat e inen 
rurſum ab iilo ipto Filio miſſa revertitur, & retorquetur. No. Et Prof 
c. 31. im. 
11 Tt Sa 

plauſiv% . It, 


8 — 
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plauſible, or more ſo, may appear on the other fide. 
t has been urged, in this very Caſe, by a learned 
Gentleman *, that what you would make a Reaſon 
for non equalitate, 15 ſufficiently anſwer'd by the words, 


| non Diſſonantia Divinitatiss For had the Father and 
| Son been equally unoriginate, there would have been 
| diſonantia , according to Novatian ; a Diſagree- 
ment of two independent Deities, without any Son- 
% which makes the Union xx. Hence then Nova- 


nia excludes pop of Original, by the words non 
| Diſonantia; but at the 

Nature, or Godhead, that He might avoid the op- 
poſite Extreme. And This is but ſuitable to the very 
Tenour of his Diſcourſe, there, and elſewhere. For 
bow can there be a Communication of Subſtance, and 
| Godhead , without the Suppoſition of Equality of 
Mare, and Godhead? A little before, He had ſaids 
the Mord was divine Subſtance fi: And Ie here ſpeaks 


ſame time teaches an Equality of 


* True Scripture Doctrine continued, p. 172. 
+ Dum non aliunde eſt quam ex Patre, Patri ſuo Originem ſuam 


debens, Diſcordiam Drvinit4its de numero duorum Dorum taccre 
don potuit. Novat. c. 31. 


** Si ambo vocarentur Patres, eſſent profecto natura diſimiles 


vnuſquiſque enim ex ſemeripſo conſtaret, & communem fubſtan- 
tam cum altero non haberet; nec Deas una eflet, quibus aua na- 
ura non eſſet. Fulgent. Reip. contr. Arian. p. 52 


Duos autem Deos dicere non poſſumus, nec debemus: non 


quod Filius Dei Deus non fit, imo verus Deus de Deo vero; ſed 
quiz non aliunde quam de ipſo uno Patre Dei Filium novimus; 
proinde unum Deum dicimus. ——S$i verus Deus eſt, & de Pa- 
ne non eſt, duo ſunt, habentes ſinguli & voluntates proprias, & 
Imperia diverſa. Greg. Nazianz. op. Vol. 1. p. 728. Ambroſ. 
op. Vol. 2. p. 347. : | 
& Quicquid extra cum eſt, cum contumelia ei honoratæ virtutis 


$47rabitur, Si enim aliquid quod non ex ipſo eff, reperiri poteſt ſi- 


nile ei. & virtuti- ejuſdem; amilit privilegium Doi ſub Contortia 
Coe jualis: jamque non erit Deus anus a quo indtticrens ſit Deus 
Aut. At vero non habet Cantumeliam T'roprietaiis rqualitas, 
eu Suum eſt quod ſui ſimile eſt; & ex ſe eit quo lihi ad ſimili- 


dudinem com paratur; nec extra ſe eſt, quod quæ ſua fun! poteſt: 


r Profectus D'gnitatis eit genuiſſe poteſla em, nec alienaſſe natu- 


» 


. Tt Subſtantia ſeilicet illa «114, cujus nomen eſt verbum. Novar:. 
It, . &t 
? + 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


506 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. XXV 


of the Godhead being communicated , or imparte 
to the Son and revolving again to the Father as ths 
Head or Fountain. Beſides that, Novatian is known 
to make the Son as truly of the ſame Mature with 
the Father, as any Man is of the ſame human Natur 
with his Father *. What is This but, in other Words, 
declaring Equality of Nature, or Godhead * There i 
therefore no reaſon for altering Novatiaz's Tcxt +: 
However poſitively you may expreſs your ſelf on 
That Head. 

As to the Words accepta refert Patri, they really 
mean no more than that He received them from tl; 
Father, or acknowledg'd them to be received: Which 
comes not up to the Do or's Expreſſions ( which [ 
found fault with) in Ackzowledgment return'd: Br. 
ſides that the Doctor was not there tranſlating accepts 
refert, but reciproco meatu revertitur, &c. 

The words vis Divinitatis, I render EHu of ie 
Godhead; which you render divine Power. I could 
not think of a better Expreſſion than what I mad 
uſe cf. That I have not miſs'd the Senſe I per. 
ſuade my ſelf, becauſe Novatian is ſpeaking of Com 
munion of S15/tauce in the ſame Sentence, and had ſti- 
led the Word divine Subſtance, a little before: And 
He is here plainly ſpeaking of the divine Subſiance 
being porrecta, and tradita, communicated from ke. 


* Ut enim preſcripſit ipſa natura Hominem credendum qui er 
Homine fit: ita eadem parura præſcribit & Deum credendum ell: 
qui ex Deo fit. Novat c. 11. 

+ 1 way here cite a Paſſage of Hilary, which may ſerve 61 
juſt Comment upon This of Novatian; being extremely like I; 
and carrying the ame Thought, probably, in it. 

Inſ.ut ſchi truicem,, dum non eff niſi ex Patre nativitas, dun 
in Dcum ateruin nature vel exteriotis, vel diſſimilis non ſu 
fit, dum Deus ex Deo manens non eſt aliunde quod Deus eſt. Vir 
lar. p. 937 

Here are the fame Reaſons given why Father and Son are rot 
Twa Gode: And 1i'tary's Expreſſion of an nature exteriori. a 
ſurers to Noxatan's of non diſſonontia; as ufo his 0 di milis 10 
the other's Ln iνν,ualitate. = 
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ther to Son, and recurring to the Father as Head. 


/ : . 
If Vi anſwers to the Greek diuttis, as I conceive it 


here does, it means the ſame as the livias and ſub- 


ſfanial Power of God, the ſame that we expreis 
by Eflax, or Emanation. The Thought of No- 
| catian ſeems to be the ſame with that of Tertullian &, 


whom He loved to imitate in many Things. To 


make it ſtill plainer that I interpret Him rightly, 


pleaſe to obſerve the words, Deus quidem oſtenditur 
Filius, cui Divinitas tradita & porretta conſpicitur. 


| Here, He gives the Rcaſon why the Son is God It 


is becauſe the Godhead extends to Him, or is com- 


municated to Him. Compare This with what the 


Author ſays in Another place t; and you will ſce 
how conſiſtent and uniform This Writer is in his 
Doctrine, that it is the Son's proceeding from the Fa- 
ther, or his partaking of the divine Subſtance that 
makes Him God. So little Reaſon have you to ima— 
gine that the words, per ſubſantis communionem, crept 
mio the Text out of the Margin. Whether the 
Doctor, or I, have purfued a wrong Scent in ex- 


Iplaining Novatian, I now leave to the Reader to 
Judge. 


10. I had remark'd ** upon the Doctor's rendring 


2 Paſſage of Athanaſius tf, more to ſcrve his 11jpe- 


* Cum Radius ex ſole porrigitur, portio ex ſumma; ſed So! erit 


in Radio, quia Solis eſt Radius, nec leparatur ſubſtantia, ſed ex- 


Itenditur. Tertul. Apol. c. 21. 


Prolatum filium a patre, ſed non ſeparatum. Contr. Prax. c. 8. 
Qui 1dcirco anum poteſt dici, dum ex ip/o eſt. & dum filius 


iejus eſt, & dum ex ipſo naſcitur, & dum ex ipſo proceſi/e re pe- 


tur, per quod & Deus eſt. Novat. c. 23. 
Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo dicit, ego ex Deo 


Todi & veni? cum conſtet Hominem a Deo factum eſle, non ex 


Deo proceſſiſe 


Deus ergo proceſſit ex Deo, dum qui proceſ- 


It ſermo, Deus eſt qui proceſſit ex Deo, Novat. c. 23. 

** Defenſe, p. 433. 

ay 0 GN ee xverO- v4 Jig var Inc's; 221505 6 Temp nn 
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the/is, than purſuant to the Senſe of the Author. 
The Reader muſt be left to judge for Himſelf, after 
comparing What hath, or may be ſaid on Both Sides. 
The Author, as I take it, is there blaming the . 
belliaas for imagining the Son to be the only God, in 
ſuch a Senſe as to make One Perſon only ( under 


Three Names of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt) in 
the Godhead, inſtead of Three real Perſons. Ac. 
cordingly, the ſame Author cenſures them (Y. 39.*) 
for making the Son u, or the Alone Divine Per. 
ſon, in contiadiction to Joh. vin. 16. I am not ain, 
becanſe the Father is with me. Which Text He pro. 
duccs to prove, that Father and Son were To Py. 


ſons, and that the Son was not {60s in ſuch a Senft, 
as to infer a Confuſion of Pei ſons. This therdge 
being all that the Author intended againſt the Sabel 
lians, it ſeems to me plain, that the Conſtru<on [ 
before gave of @s exec Oaler, was right, and the 
Doctor's wrong. That the Author could not dey 
the Son to be the Ozly Ged in any other Senſe, 1s 
plain from lis making Father and Son One Perl 
Sub ſamce t: and his aſſerting Ore Godbead of Both““. 
In another Place t, He cenſures the Sabellians for nu— 
King the Son the One aud only God: But how? 80 
as to deny the diſtinct Perſonality, and no otherwit. 
And in the very Place we are now upon, ali th: 
the Writer inſiſts upon is, that the Father and Son 
are diſtinct Perſons, not One Perſon: In which Sen 


1 - SM 
the Author does not admit the Son to be o pcy95 gs 


* Hg G4 eme5%9:4 onus EYE - 12 ręiæ, Av Gray A e N. 
cc · GH ji H-, ir 6 Tip 4g Wy UTP t % in 
% Yap de ætCana. Athan. Tom. 2. p. 39. 

+ Miz O 88 i Tendu. p. 41. | 

* Miz $£0]n; aeg © v69, P. 42. 
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But that it is always Sabellian to apply the Phraſe to 
the Son (ingly, or ro Both together, is not ſaid nei- 
ther can you prove it. The Force of your Argu- 
ment lies only in the Aggicle 0: For as to hs Seòs, 
| Only God, that it 15 often applied to the Son, cannot 
be denied x: And this Conſideration might be ſuf- 
| ficient to make the Author put in the reſtriction of 
d ech O,, to the latter Branch of the Sentence, 
* which He did not to the former, where it is 6 ip. 
For there is a Senſe wherein the Son is 0 wovos Yeos, 


Bur he is not 0 TzTp in any Senſe : Which ſhows 
| the reaſon why the Author expreſs'd Himſelf as He 
did. 
II. I took notice + of another Paſſage directly con- 
try to the Doctor's Purpoſe, hong cited by him. 
For the Doctor's Deſigu was to make the Father the i | 
| Only God excluſive of the Son: While That Paſſage 1 
makes Him the only God including the Son; directly 0 
the reverſe. Had the Doctor's Intention been on] 
to prove that the Father is ſtiled the Only God, the 
Method had been fair: But as his profels'd Deſign 
was to exclude the Son from the One Godhead; his 
manner of citing Authors for it, who in theſe ver 
| Palſages, were directly againſt it, is an intolerable A- | 
buſe upon the Readers. bl 
12. The like may be ſaid of another Paſſage taken | 
notice of in my Defenſe **. You ſeem to forget the 4 
Doctor's Note on Prop. IX. where He precautions | 
lis Reader to underſtand it in ſuch a Senſe as to ex- 


hs CD we TY 


Meg TOY drt 2. Its. Clem. Alexand. p. 84. 
Tay ov TAIT wy 9707 L Uros view £y pi. P. 142. 


Chriſtus Jeſus Solus eſſet Deus. Ariſtid. apud Petav. Praf. ad . 
2 Tom, Theol. | 4 
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E % $229 de, &. Euſeb. in Pal. p. 503. 
+ Defenſe, p. 435. * f 
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clude the Son from neceſſary Exiſtence, (ſo you inte. 
pret ſelf - exiſtent.) Now, can Any thing be mor 
unfair, or fraudulent, than to cite Authors as ſtiling 
the Father the Ozly God, to countenance a Propofit. 
on in ſuch a Senſe as Thoſe Authors deteſted, and 
abhorr'd ? All the Apologies you can poſhbly in. 
vent can never make ſuch a Practice rightcous, 
Honeſt. 

13. Tremark'd & upon a Paſſage cited out of Nj. 
zianzen; Where the Doctor, by a Note, had moſt 
ſhamefully {tifled, and perverted the Author's Mon 
ing. You ſay not one Word of the Doctor's Nu, 
the only Thing I found Fault with: And which in- 
deed can admit of no colourable Excuſe, except it 
were done through Careleſſneſs, taking a Paſſage at 
ſecond Hand, and commenting upon it, without eve 
looking into the Author to ſee what went before, 
or after. 

14. As to the Paſſage of Juſtin Martyr, enough hath 

been ſaid above. 
15. I remarked + upon another Note of the Do- 
ctor's, on a Paſſage in renews, and gave ſeveral Rea- 
ſons to ſhow the Unfairneſs and Falſeneſs of it. 
You have here Nothing to ſay in his Defenſe : So l 
pals on. | 

16. I remark'd upon Another Paſſage, where the 
Doctor had read the Text of Irenæus wrong; which 
you civilly acknowledge, and thank me for the No- 
tice. But there are ſtill Two Queſtions betwixt us 
relating to That Place. Firſt, whether it ſhould be 


ayimT@> or &yaunT@, and next, whether the Son 


be included, by Irenæut, in that Place, in the &. 


* Defenſe, p. 436. 

+ Defenſe, p. 437. 

** O yo; vo TETAGT wiv fe - Kr 1 ». 610.07 
red &YWTS i Ster. red hp rate; sud, r-, x; xiaor®, 
rer 9) died Tgarror©» 4 D,. O.. cd d rriνπν⁰νο - vgl. 
7®- Ade. Iren. I. 4. c. 38. p. 285. 


7⁰⁸ 


Ou. X 
706 9 
needle 
that r 
| Unbeg 
All tl 
made, 
why 


are th 
5 


howe 


cauſe 


| ting 
JUG 


II, 


QuAXVIL. of ſome QUERIES. zr 


77s Jeos, ſuppoſing that to be the Reading. It was 
bieedleſs for you ro heap Paſſages upon me to prove, ip 
dat none but the Father ſhould be ſtiled a e, il 
WE Unbegorren, or Unvoriginate; which I readily allow. 65 
an che Queſtion is about ayeanr , Uncreated, Un- we. 
| made, Eternal, or Neceſſarily - exiſling, The Reaſons 
why I think a r to be the reading in Irenews 10 


are theſe. 8 14% 
I. The Tranſlator's rendring it by infecti: Which 1 
bowever I acknowledge to be of leſs Weight, be- 9 4 


cauſe He is ſometimes miſtaken in ſuch Caſes; put- ls 
ting ingenitus for infectus, and perhaps infectus for 
ingenitus, or innat us. : 

II. A much ſtronger Reafon is, that through that 
whole Chapter K YT is oppoſed to Things made, 
| Things of tranſient, and anos exiſtence. The 64 
Oppoſition runs between the Things made, and the [| 
Maker of them * : y 
III. Another very weighty Reaſon is drawn from 
the Oppoſition between yu1Tos arewnos, and d- 
T8 Ses: That the Reading is enròs not With dou- 


ble y, is evident from the whole Chapter; where 
the Oppoſition runs between Man made t, and God 
his Maker. And there 1s not the leaſt Hint of Man 
conſidered as begotten, or as Son of God; as you would 1 
underſtand it, referring to Lake 3. 38. Thele Reaſons 
convince me, thar the true Reading of the Word is ; 


þ \ 70 3 p * 
eos anmenn , and Te LyYwiTs 7:8. 
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The next Queſtion is, whether the Son be hoer 


included under ayers 9:8. I gave ſeveral Reaſy 
why all the Three Perſons are included ; which Ry, 
ſons may be ſeen in my Defenſe. I ſhall add ty 
more: One, that as the Oppoſition runs between the 
Thing made and the Maler; ſo it is obſervable thy 


God the Son frequently is Fattor , æromt us, Male, 
according to Irenæus; which ſhows, that He is n. 
cluded in the &y#1T@» Jes. And again, it is Jr. 
neuss Doctrine, that Man's being made after th, 
Image of God is to be underſtood of his being mad: 
in the Image of God the Word * : Which till fr. 
ther confirms my Conſtruction of that Paſſage ; nd 
I now ſubmit it to the judgment of the learned Re. 
der. As to my tranſlating evJoxerT9s by deſirnin, | 
have accounted for it above. 

17. As to the Paſſage in Ba, which the Dod 
had not done Juſtice to, I deſire the Reader to (x 
my Defenſe t. That Baſil allows the Father to he a 
Natural Cauſe of the Son is very true; not a Cay 
in the Doctor's Senſe: Nor do Baits Words con- 
vey any ſuch Notion to the Reader, as the Doctor“ 
Words, Effects, does. And therefore the Dodor 
cannot be acquitted of a Miſrepreſentation. I lar 
it to any Reader, who will compare my Account & 
Baſil with the Doctor's Verſion, to judge whether 
the Ideas here, and there, be not very widely diffe- 
rent. And what Occaſion was there 2 the Dotor's 


ſoy ing Effects, inſtead of Things i uing from them, 


* O Ac/O>, & xar' binge & &. Y- tryin. 

0 Ae m tingves 4015s» dArdas, dug Toro ind Wants - 
Tip a» M daLTS, Iren. l. 5. C. 36. P. 313. 
Qu ia jam adhærebat illi Filius, Secanda per ſona, ſermo ipſius. & 
Tertia, Spiritus in Sermone, ideo pluraliter pronuntiavit, Ha 
mus. & noſiram. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 12. 

Unum enim ſunt, quorum Imaginis & Similitudinis unum t 
Homo factus exemplum, Hilzr, de Trin. 1. 5. c. 8. 

+ Defenſe, p. 441. 
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but to favour an Hpotleſis, and to hold out a falſe 
Light to the Readers? As to what you ſay of Flac, 
Dignity, I have anſwer'd it above. Your Reaſon for 
r. ſignifying more than Priority of Order, is 
very peculiar, viz. becauſe Baſil in another Place has 
both Ta Cel, and CId HE: Therefore when He makes 


mention of Order only (as in the Word Tg:TeT4 9a) 
He meant more than Order. You might perccive, 
| by the Reaſon given in Both Places, that ger 
| zpplied to the Father, and T4£4 geb reg S- N to 
the Son, anſwer exactly to each other, and literally 
| ſignify Order, and nothing elſe . And had you at- 
| tended to Baſil's Reaſoning, where He allows 2510.44my 
| as well as Td Ce, you would have perceiv'd that it 
was rather ad Hominem, or for Argument Sake, than 
any Thing clſe. For, admitting that the Son or Ho- 


| ly Ghoſt were aZtwwuamny as well as Td Sei, ſecond and 
| third (as Eunomius pretended) yet He thows that no 
certain Conſequence can be drawn from thence to In- 
ferioruy of Nature. Or however, at the moſt, all you 
can make of it is, that the Father being Supreme in 
Office, as well as in Order, was on That Account 
| Spam Tear@)», firſt in Dignity : As one Angel 
E (which is Baſs Illuſtration) is ſuperior to another in 
Farb, or Office, tho' in Nature equal. Baſil. I. 3. p. 79. 
19. The laſt Paſſage I found fault with, you are 
content to throw off under the Name of a Czibble ; 
& becauſe you could not account for the Doctor's foul 
Pay in miſtranſlating it, and warping it to his own 
Hypotheſis. Why was not the Word dyfpurgynuaTa 
rendred Creatures, a5 it ought to have been? And 
why did the Doctor put All Things, when ſpeaking 
of Things produc'd by the Father, and Thingt only 
m Reſpet of the Son's producing, when He had 
ao Ground for the Diſtinction in Ba? 

But enough of This. The Doctor's Partiality in 


* See Another Paſſige of Paſel above, p. 496. 
1 many 


514 A SECOND DEFENSE, Qu. XXVII. 


many of his Quotations has been ſufficiently maniſeſt- 
ed. And tho' you are pleaſed to paſs the Matter off 
with as good a Face as you can, (and it is your vi. 
ſeſt Way ſo to do) yet you will hardly find many 
Readers of Opinion with you, that theſe Kind of 
Slips, in a Man of Character, are of flight Moment. 
Had Biſhop Bull been. ever guilty of Things of this 
Kind, I well know what Uſe would have been made 
of it. Mr. 7/hijton * charged him with once wi! 
tranſlating a Paſſage of Origen; where yet the Bilho 
was right, and Mr. IFhiſten certainly wrong, « | 
have prov'd in my Defenſe t: And This one pretend. 
ed Inſtance of Cyfairnejs is brought up again, nd 
aggravated, by another Gentleman**®, with ſome Kind 
of Inſult. A few. Slips of this Nature, where 4 
Charge is really juſt, are not eaſily pardon'd in ary 
Writers of the higher Claſs: betraying either Want 
of Learning, or Want of Care, or, what is worlt of 
all, Want of FHonefty. 

You cndeavour to throw off the Force of the nat 
five or fix Pages gf my Defenſe, (which you cn 
never fairly antwer by charging ſomething dine. 
nuous, as you pretend, upon Me: As if all ile 
Doctor's Citations from the Fathers in gencral wat 
Conceſſions only from Writers, who were A Uer(arit 
ia the hole. But IJ made a Diſtinction ++, as tix 
Doctor himſelf had done &, between Ante-Micene, and 
Poſt-Niccue Writers. As to the latter, He laid clam 
to Nothing but Conceſſions: And as to the forme, 
He did indeed claim more in Reſpect of ſome cf 
Them, tho' I think without Reaſon, You are {til 
ſanguine enough to fay, that much the greater Pa 
of the Authors He cites, all, you think, of the three 
firſt Centuries, agree with Him in the full Scnje of al 

* Primitive Chriſtianity revived, Vol. 4. p. 154. 

+ Detenſe. p. 198 &. 

* Prim. Chriſtianity revivd. Append. 2. p. 44. 

++ Defenſe, p. 425. 

$ Preface to Script, Doctr. p. 18. 1% Ed. 

Rerly. p. 5» 6. 10 
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bis Propoſitions. How wild, and indeed, Romantick 
this Imagination of yours is, hath been ſuthcicntly 
ſhown all the Way; firſt, in My Defenſe, and again 
in theſe Papers: particularly in the eleven Inſtances 
above mention'd , wherein the Doctor runs counter 
to all Antiquity. As to ſupreme Dominion , which 
you. lay fo much ſtreſs on; it is Demonſtration that 
the Fathers held no Supremacy but what was thought 
| conſiſtent with Equality of Nature, and with the 
| Unity of the ſame Godhead common to Father and 
| Son. If This be your Supremucy, all is right and 
well. But it is ridiculous in you to quote Antients 
| for the Supremacy, and at the ſame time to throw 
out ail the Conſiderations which ſhould come in to 
| qualify, fix, and determine the Notioa of Swpre- 
| macy, among the Antients. Are not all the o— 
| ther Tenets, wherein the Articnts evidently contra» 
dict the Doctor's whole Scheme, fo many Demon- 
| rations that They ncver underſtood Swpremacy in 
| any ſuch Senſe as He dots? What is the Doctor or 
| you doing, but playing ohe, or 7o Principles of the 
Auients, of uncertain Nanning in Themſelves, a- 
| gainſt twenty clear, plain, mndenvied Principles? 
Which if you were able to do with Succeſs, it 
would not be proving that the Fathers were on your 
Side, but that They Were Fools and mad, and are 
ol no Account on either Side of the Controverſy, 
But, I hope, the Reader will calily ſee thro' the My ſte- 
ry of the whole Deceit which you are putting up- 
on Him, (and perhaps upon your ſelves at the ſame 
N Time) which is only This: The ſtraining and pervert- 
ug the true and Catholic“ Notion of Supremacy ( held 
m all Ages of the Church, before and after the Ni- 
cene Council) to an Arian and Teretical Senſe; that 
© lo you may obliquely (What you care not to do di- 
ect) reduce the Son and Holy Ghoſt to the Rank 
of Creatures, Your conſtant Plea is, The Suprema- 
þ b The Supremacy : The Artients, it ſeems, were 
ber Supremacy , amid? all their Variety of AO 
+43 1-3 C 
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cal Speculations: So that every other Tenet, whereb 
the Antients plainly overturn your whole Scheme, 
muſt be thrown off as a Aetaphyſical Speculation, 
and nothing but Sapremacy muſt be ſounded in our 
Ears. Vet, after all, you can make nothing of This 
prerended Supremacy till you turn it into a Af. 
phyſical Speculation upon Self- Exiſtence , and That + 
gain into Neceſſary - Exiſtence; then adding ſundry o. 
ther Metaphyſical Speculations to degrade, and {ink 
God the Son into precarions Exiſtence. T his ws 
not the Way of the Antients; nor was This the Uk 
they ever made, or intended to make of the Sum. 
macy: If They had, you would have allowed Them, 
I ſuppoſe, in this fingle Inſtance, to run into 44. 
phy/ical Speculations. One Thing is evident, amidf 
all their Variety of Metaphyſical Speculations in which 
you think They abounded, more than You, that whit 
Atctaphyſicks They had in their great Abundance, They 
employed them all in Defenſe #4 5 Lord's Divinih; 
while You, on the contrary, employ the Little you 
have, in direct Oppoſition to it. Certainly , the 4. 
rients, being fo much given to Aetaplyſichs, could 
have been 47etaphy/ical on your Side of the Queſtion, 
as well as You are now: But either They ver 
wife enough to diſtinguiſh Falſe Metaphy licks on 
True; Or, They had not ſo learucd Chriſt. But i 
return, 

I intimated * how a Romaniſt might, in Dr. 
Clarke's Way, fill Pages with Quotations wide ef 
the Purpoſe, and call them Conceſſions, and thereby 
deceive weak Readers. Here you have nothing to 
reply, but that I do the Doctor Wrong in applying 
this to all his Citations. I applied it not to all, but 
to as many (be they more, or fewer) as have bi 
thus deceitfully made uſe of by the Doctor. By bi 
own Account it mult be underſtood of as many Pu 


* Defenſe, p. 445, 448. 
Nutt 
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Nicene Catholicks, as He quotes in that Manner: And 
how many Ante Nicenes it ought to be underſtood of, 
| may appear from what I have ſhown of their being 

in very oppoſite Sentiments to his, in the moſt ma- 
terial Points of our Diſpute. But allowing your Plea, 
i it any Juſtification of the Doctor's Method of 

Quoting? 1 charge Him with Deceir : And you, in 
his Defenſe, repreſent Him as practiſing it not ſo much, 
or ſo often, as I might Imagine. But why did He 
| practiſe it at all? 
| You next endeavour to retort ſomething upon Me 
| like to the Romaniſts; tho' entirely wide and foreign, 
and brought in molt ſtrangely. They have Recourſe, 


Tradition, which is quite another Thing from writ- 
ten Tradition. And what Harm is there in havin 

© Recourle to the written Tradition of Fathers for the 
Senſe of Scripture, more than in having Recourſe to 
| 2 Dictionary for the Senſe of Words; or to the Pra- 
dice of Courts, Reſolutions of Judges, or Books of 
© Reports, for the Senſe of Laws? All Helps, for the 
© underſtanding of Scripture, ought to be made uſe 
ol: And Recourſe to the Fathers is one, and a ver 

E conſiderable one. The Romanijts, you add, call their 
E own Doctrine Catholic: Yes, and without Reaſon. 
The Fathers, long before Popery, called their Do- 
| Ctrine Catholick, and with e Reaſon. What then? 
The Romaniſts alſo call That Hereſy, which is re- 
ally none: May we not therefore call That Hereſy, 
E which really is ſuch, and which has been ever ſo ac+ 
counted in all Ages of the Church? What you have 
© farther is Repetition: except your Speculations on 
Kev. i. 8. which have been moſtly conſider'd above *. 
There remain only a few incidental Matters to be 
© hire taken notice of, very briefly. I had referr'd to 


= ws » 4 — Ms. 4A On. ö 


* p. 246, Ge. 


four 


you fay, to Tradition: You ſhould have faid to Oral 
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four Places + in Clemens, where He either directly ,, x 
indirectly makes the Son wav mxgaTp, Almighty, O1 
Three of them no rcatonable Doubt can be made: An 
Three are ſuſſicient. The Fourth only ſays, that the Ny. 


ture of the Son is Te2orp7a7y, moſt intimatcly ned 


to the Alone Almizhty; which, according to Clement Cl 
Notion of their Union, is ſuppoſing Both Almi 5 
But this I need not inſiſt upon, having Three plyn * 
Teſtimonies belides; Two of which have been vin. ſt 
dicated above. You cite Another Paſſage * of Cl. th 
mens, and you tranſlate it moſt ſhamefully, to ſc; /. 
your Hypotheſis, in theſe Words; He is irreji,ib!: a 17 
being Lord of all; moſt certainly irreſiſtible, becay| t| 
miniſtring to the Will of the good and ſupreme Fay , 
over all. You have here exceeded Mr. Whiſtes by 8 
far; whoſe Tranſlation is very modeſt and reaſonabe WW 
in Compariſon. The literal and juſt rendring is Thus. T 
Neither could He be obſtructed by Any oth, WE 
e being Lord of all, and Chiefly (or moſt p. f 
&« fetty) miniſtring to the Will of the good ad fee 
« Almighty Father.” Clemens's Thought is T lis; | thing 
that as to Creatures, They cannot obſtruct Him, {inc WW © 
He is Lord over Them: And as to the Father, He ad 
will not, in as much as all that the Son docs is . WM ch 
fettly agreeable to his Mill xx. I need not fay any | ph 
thing here farther in relation to Juſtin, or Fu cbiu : ET. 
having given my Thoughts of Both in the preceding WI the 
Sheets. Chi 
| to | 
* Ts T&;rorg4r999%; 6 Fargns Acy/s. p. 148. Tor Tarrant 8 Plea 
Sr DI Pe ATT Mans erate ns er 
38 . 646. H ben Pg y TY pla THITOXKEAT OL: FEOTE)5271: | 1 
4 T 01% 50 tee xwaubim rer A 6 TdTW) bios, 2 nud AG 2 WH 
er T9 Tod u M ruvrorearotc FrAnmary ATP. p. 832. | cert 
** Sce Bull D. F. Sect. 2. c. 6. Nourrii Apparat. Vol. 1. P. e 
95 /. Lord Nottingham Anſwer to Whiſion, p. 5. 1 
| that 
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QUERY XXVIIII. 


mhether it be at all probable, that the primitive 
Church ſhould miſtake in ſo material a Point 
as This is: or that the whole Stream of Chri- 
ftian Writers ſhould miſtake in telling us what 
the Senſe of the Church was: And whether 
ſuch a Cloud of Witneſſes can be ſet aſiae 


the Canon of the Scripturc, and the Inte- 
grity of the Sacred Text ? 


HE Modeſt Pleader thinks it not material to 
y inquire whether the Anticut IWriters of the 
Church where better Hild in Metaphyſical Speculations, 
than Ne at this Day? This kind of Talk is what He 
affects, and pleaſes Himſelf in; though He has no- 
thing but Jeraphy/icks to depend on, as I have often 
| obſerved: And I will venture to aſſure Him, that the 
old and well-tried Aſetaphy/ficks of the Antients are 
ſuch as He will find much ſuperior to his own. Me- 
| whyſcks were indeed firſt brought in by Hereticks, 
and were much encourag'd by Arins, Eunomius, and 
the whole Sc& of Ariazs: But the Fathers of the 
Church, having better Senſe than They, were able 
to baffle them at their own Weapons. The mode/F 
Nea ier, I think (if there be not an Interpolation by 
| another Hand) ſtill goes on, and tells me how una- 
| nimouſly , how wuniforimly the Anti:nts aferted a real 
| Supremacy of the F:ther"s Dominion. And yet the 
certain Truth is that He has no Aute- nicene, or Poſt- 
nicene Catholick Writer that ever came up to his 
| Notion of it. Where does He find them ſaying, 
| that the Father alone is ſupreme in Dominion? He 
may find Many expreſsly contradicting it; as many 
as 


without weakening the only Proof. we have of 
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as make Father and Son One God, or proclaim them 
undivided in Dominion, or ſay that they are Uyiy 
Poteſtatis, Unins Divinitatis, of One Power and Godheal, 
and the like: Many Teſtimonies whereof have be 
given in the Courſe of theſe Papers. All He cn 
prove is a. Supremacy of the Father, a Supremacy in 
reſpect of Order, or Office, nothing more. But his 
Way is to take old Expreſſions, and to athx ney J. 
deas to them, under prerence that thoſe old Writer 
knew not how to ſpeak accurately. What They 
call'd Cauſe, is with Him, »o Cau e; What They 
call'd Acts, are no Acts; What They call'd Cnc 
tion is no Generation; and their ee ( like 
mine) is a Co-ordination: And fo, I preſume, ther 
Supremacy is no Supremacy, but muſt be ſtretch'd fx. 
ther upon the Foot of the new Aeraphyſichs. Thi 
is the whole of the Caſe; new Ideas to old Terms, 
that a Man may ſeem: to concur with the tir, 
while He is really contradicting them in the groſſch 
Manner, and introducing a zovel Fa th. I Inow ng: 
how far ſuch a Method may ſerve with the Populi: 
Wiſe Men will ſee through it, and give it its Ct: 
Name; viz: Either great Ignorance of Antiquity, © 
great Partiality. 

But He goes on: hole Streams of Writers in diu. 
ters of Controverſy, repreſenting other Men's Opinions i 
therwiſe than in the Words of the Perſons Themſelves, t 
no Manner of Evidence, One would wonder Vi 
This wiſe Paragraph meant, or what it was to tu: 
Purpoſe. Have we not the Senſe of the Church fn 
Churchmen Themſelves ? But he wanted to introcuc 
an ill-natur'd Gird upon Some Body. He is teri, 
afraid leſt any Man ſhould judge of Dr. C 
Writings from his Adverſary's Accounts. I hops, tts 
Reader will bear this Caution in Mind, as oft 5 
He reads Dr. Clarke's Account of the Ante-niccuc, 
Poſt-nicene Writers, to whom He is an utter Ave 
7y; tho' a profeſs d one to the Latter only. As 
what He ſays about weakgninz the Cane of Sripiin 

] rei 
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1 refer to my Defenſe * ; where that Matter is fair- 
ly, and fully ſtated | 

I now come to you. You repeat the Prerence of 
Supremacy : Which requires no farther Anſwer bur 
This; that you miſtake the alone unoriginateneſs, for 
alone Dominion. The Father is not the alone Govern- 
»8r : But He alone hath his Authority, and Domi- 
nion from none. | 


SC IT RS TEAS IN 


QUERY XXIX. 


nhether private Reaſoning, in a matter above 
our Comprehenſion, be a ſaſer Rue to go by, 
than the general Senſe and Fudament of the 
primitive Church in the firſt 300 Tears: Or, 
ſuppoſing t aoubtful what the Sen ſe of the 

Church was within that time, winether 527 
was determin d by a Council of 300 2/75; 
ſoon after, with the greateſt Care and Hell- 
beration, and has [ati:ficd Men of the greatest 
Senſe, Piety and Learning, al! over the Chiijtizs; 
World, for 1400 Years ſince, may not {aticty 
wiſe and good Alen now ? 


0 2 meet with nothing but what has been abun- 
1 dantly anſwered, or obyiated. Your former Pre— 

tences were; 

1. That the Weene Council knew nothing of iadi- 

«a uidual Confubſtantiality. 

. That they underſtood Con ul, untial in a f zur u- 

%mive Senſe. 

. Defenſe. P. 477. Ec, 
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z. That if they intended any real Conſubſtantiali- 

ty, it was Sycciſick only. | 

4. That ſeveral Councils, more numerous than That 

of Nice, determin'd againſt the . 

All theſe Pleas were particularly examin'd, and con- 
futed, in my Defenſe: And you have been content 
to drop them, as indeſenſible, without any Rein- 
forcement. 

You have nothing farther but a few trifling Quib. 
bles about Individual, and Identical, and Supreme Au- 
thority : Which may now paſs with the Readers for 
Words of Courſe; ſuch as you have accuſtom'd your 
ſelf to repeat, When you have no mind to be ſilent. 
I muſt deſire the Reader to turn to my Defenſe of 
This Query, and to compare it with your Reply; if 
He finds any thing in what you have ſaid, that fecms 
to require any Conſideration. 


TOE) ERGY COON e eee 
QUERY XXX. 


Whether, ſuppeſing the Caſe doubtful, it be mt 
a wiſe Man's part to take the ſafer Side; ra. 
ther to think too highly, than too meanly of 
our bleſſed Saviour; rather to pay 4 modi 
aefercnce to the Fudement of the Antient and 
Modern Church, than to lean to one's 0wi 
Unaerſlanding ? 


muſt take notice of what the Modeſt Pleader here 
pretends, that This Query may be retorted with ir. 
reſiſtible Strength. Aﬀter He has thus prepared his 
Reader, Jer us hear what his Words come to. It 
is Thus, Whether it be not a wiſe Man's part, rat" 
ro think, too highly, than too meanly of God the Father; 
and to be tender of his incommunicable Honour. Io 
which I anſwer, that God the Father has e : 
8 1 


QuXXX. of ſome QUERIES. za; 


This Queſtion already, by his Commands laid upon us 
to honour his Son even as Himſelf ; and by his giving no 

rticular Cautions againſt honouring Him too mach. 
If we err on This part, in honouring the Son 700 
highly (without the leaſt Thought of diſhonouring 
the Father) we err on the rizhe Side, as crring on 
the fide of the Precept; whereas the other is erring 
againſt the Precept. This I urged before; and nei- 
ther the Modeſt Pleader, nor mow ſelf take the leaſt 
notice of it. However, I reſted my Argument up- 
on this farther Conſideration, that the Aodeſt fide is 
the Safeſt to err in: And I thought a Debt of Ma- 
dejty very proper to be paid to the Antient Church, 
and to all the Modern Churches; unleſs you had plain 
Demonſtration for your Diſſent. 

But the Modeſt Pleader ſays, a modeſt Deference 
ſhould be paid to the expreſs Declarations and Commands 
of Scripture , rather than to the Additions of any Hu- 
man, and fallible 7udjment, But where is his Modeſty 
to call his unſcriptural Inventions by the venerable 
Name of Scripture ? The Qucſtion is not, Whether ex- 
preſs Scripture ought to be obeyed : Bur whether, what 
a few confident Men call expreſs Scripture, and all the 
Churches of Chriſtendom, carly and late, take to be 
directly contrary to expreſs Scripture, is to be admit- 
red as an Article of Faith. 

It is very ſtrange that you ſhould fo often ſpeak 
of Human and fallible Judgmegt, and never conſider 
that the Judgment you make 1s Human, and falli- 
ble, as well as the reſt. Are you, in particular, pri- 
| viledg'd from Errors, or bleſs'd with the Gift of Ju- 

fallibulity? Since we are comparing Human with Hu- 
man, and fallible with fallible Judgment ; Think it 
poſſible that many, and great, and wiſe Men may 
have judged right; and that a Few may have judged 
wrong, There is a Preſumption, a ſtrong Probabi- 
| lity, to ſay no more, againſt you: Nor will any 
| thing leſs than Demonſtration be ſufficient to ſupport 
your Pretences, in Oppoſition to the current Judg- 

| VVV 2 meny 
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ment of the Chriſtiin World. In Modeſty, the 
Novelliſts ought to pay a Deference to wiſer Men 
than Themſelves; and nat preſume that They have 
Scripture on their Side, till They are able to prone 
it. Bur of This I ſaid enough in my Defenſe *; and 
you make no Anſwer. You have nothing more, un- 
der This Query, bur Repetition of your Preface; 
which I have anſwer'd in its Place. Only 1 muſt 
take notice of one very peculiar Piece of grave Banter; 
your accuſing Me as appealing to the Paſſions of the 
Headers, only for retorting upon you your own De. 
clamation, in ſomewhat itronger Words; as I had 
a better Cauſe to ſupport them. Who was it that 
firſt called upon us to conſider, what ro anſwer at th: 
great Day, &c? So ſolemn an Appeal, upon ſuch 
trifling Pretences as you had, obliged me to remind 
you of the infinitcly greater Riſque you run, in un— 
accountably Denying your Lord and God. You tell 
us alſo of Names of Reproach ; at the ſame time re 
proaching the Church of God, and the moſt Emi- 
nent Lights of it in all Ages, as Tritheiſts, or Sabell— 
ans, or Scholaſticks, or as Contcntions Men, that built 
their Faith on Metaplyſical Speculations. It ſeems, you 
can feel any thing that looks like a Reproach upon 
your ſelves; at the ſame Time cauſelefly dcaling 
about hard Names, and moſt injurious Reflections 
upon all around you. Learn to be Madeſt, or it 
leaſt commonly C:vil to Others; and you may mect 
with ſuitable returns. We ſhall not ſuffer you to 
run on with your Charge of Sabellianiſm , Trithciſm 
Scholaſtick, Jargon, &c. which you cannot make good 
againſt Us; without letting £ World know ſome- 
thing of a Charge of Ariauiſm, which we can make 
good againſt You, having often done it with tit 
*orce and Evidence of Demonſtration. As to the 


Charge I made (p. 480.) relating to your reſting 


* Defenſe, p. 458, 459. you 


your Cauſe, in the laſt Reſult, ſolely upon Metaphy- 
| jicks, tho* you are pleaſed to call it Calumm, there 
z] not a Syllable of it but what is ſtrictly true, and 
may be undeniably proved from Dr. Clarke's own 
| Pieces, and yours. I except One or Two Particulars, 
which I remember to have met with only in Mr. 
| Embn's Tracts *. I hope, you will not think Him 
| an ignorant Writer, nor one that is uſed to alledge ſuch 
| Reaſons only as his Adverfaries ſhould deſire, or wiſh 
for. He has long ſtudied This Controverſy, and, as 
I conceive, underſtands it better than Some who have 
ſucceeded Him in it, and who have been content 
ſometimes to borrow from Him. But That by the 
Way: I ſtill continue to affirm, having proved it 
more than once, that in the /aſ# Reſult your Doctrine 
ſtands upan Metapin ſichs only, and ſuch Pretences as 
I mention'd in the Place above cited. They are what 
you conſtantly retreat to, when preſs'd : And without 
Them you cannot advance one conſiderable Step to- 
| wards what you aim at, with all your Pretcnded Proofs 
from Scripture, or Antiquity. 


* Emlyy's Tracts: p. 165. 


QVERY 


526 A SECOND DEFENSE Qu. XXxt 


QUERY XXXI. 


Whether any thing leſs than clear and evident De. 
monſtration on the ſide of Arianiſm, ought i 
move A wiſe and good Man, againſt ſo gitu 
Appearances of J. ck on the ſide of Orthodoxy 
from Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity : a 
whether we may not wait long before we fi 
ſuch Demonſtration ? 


WII AT the Aodeſt Pleader here pretcnds 2. 
gainſt the Charge of Arianiſin, has been avun- 
dandly anſwer'd more than once *. And as to hi 
Cavil againſt charging Conſeqrences in This Cake, ! 
have diſtinctly conſider'd it clewheret. 

Among all the Charges I made, you will hardly 
meet with any ſuch general Charge as is here brovgit 
againſt Me, of ſubverting all Science, and all Religion 
without ſhowing how, or why, When I make 
Charge, I 3 upon what I found it, and gie 
you the Liberty of defending your ſelves if you cu. 
This other Method of general Scandal, thrown out 
in ſuch a Way as to bar a Man the Privilege of Sj: 
defenſe, 1s of all, the moſt ungenerous, mean, and 
deteſtable. All I ſhall ſay to ir is This; that I hae 
Demonſtration before me, that if the Man had hat 
any thing He could have mentioned without cxpoling 


* In my Defenſe, and in this Second Defenſe, and particularly in 
my Supplement to the Caſe of Arian Subſcription. p. 29. 67. 
I Supplement, &c. p. 21, &c. | 11 
Iim- 


l. 


— 
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| Himſelf, He would certainly have produc'd it at ſull 
Length: And therefore, I preſume, his general Charge 
about no body knows What, may reaſonably paſs for 
| i Bounce extraordinary, Words and no more. 


After a deal of trifling Repetition, you are at 


| length pleaſed to caſe your Reader, and Me ; leaving 
me ſome Words of my own, which ſtand better in 
their Place. You do well to return me back the 


good Advice I gave you, which you had made 


no uſe of. As to the Honeſt Reader, I delire 


Him to take notice, that every Thing material in 


| This Query is intirely drop'd: No Demon{tration 
given of the New Scheme, nor ſo much as pretend- 
ed; no Anſwer to five Particulars which required 
| Satisfaction. As you begin, ſo you end, with Eva- 


ſions and Subterfuges, Shiftings and Diſguiſes ; per- 
petually running off from the true Point in Qucſti- 
on, and wrapping your ſelf up in Clouds and Dark- 
neſs; ſtudying and contriving all poſhble Ways to 
perplex rather than inſtru, and fearing nothing fo 
much as to have the Iſſue of the Cauſe put upon a clear 
Foot, or left to a fair Hearing. It might reaſonably - 


have been expected, while you write under Cover, 
that you would have, taken quite another Method: 
nd give me leave to judge ſo jaſhy, or at left fo 


kindy of you, as to believe you would have done it, 
had you been left intirely to your own Coun'els. I am 


not ſuch a Stranger to You, or ſo unacquainted with 
your Style, your Manner, your Dittion, (in many 


private Papers, as you well know, beſides what you 
have pabliſd) as not to perceive, that Many Things, 


which I have here anſwer'd as yours, yet never came 


from your Pen. I cannot indeed critically diſtinguiſh 


ia all Caſes, where you begin to ſpeak, or where 
© you end: But, in the general, where there is any 
thing that looks of a more ingenuous Strain, and is 
| molt like what one would expect from a plain, honeſt 


Man; That I conccive certainly to be all your 07. 
In- 
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Indeed, you have interpretatively made the whole yours 
by lending your Name, I ſhould rather ſay your Pe. 
fon, to it: For you are perſonated all the way through, 
You will therefore the more cahly excuſe me for di. 
rect ing my ſelf generally to You, even in Thoſe pars 
where I am ſenfible I have had to do with Another 
Man. 

One Thing I complain of, and That is of the dif. 

enuous Uſe every where made of writing under 
Concealment, and without a Name. I ſhould hay 
had a great deal leſs Trouble in examining the Rah, 
had it been to be ow#'d by any Man of Character, and 
his Name ſet to it, He would have written very probs. 
bly, with more Care, had his Reputation been ſtaked 
upon it; He would have cut off many Impeni- 
nencies, would not have attempted to put ſo mary 
groſs and palpable Abuſes upon the Readers, nor have 
undertaken to defend what was at firſt Sight plainly 
indefenſible. He would have fele*ed Such I hings, 
and Such only, as might bear ſome Colour at lla, 
and appear of real Weight: Such, in a Word, 28 
might become a Scholar, a Man of Senſe, and a Man 
of Probity, to urge, and nothing more. And then! 
am ſure, that both the Reply itſelf, and my Labour 
in examining it, would have been very much thort- 
en'd: And our Readers would have been more agret- 
ably, and more uſefully entertain'd. 

I ſhall conclude with obſerving, how eaſy a Thivs 
it may be to reduce This Controverſy into a full 
Compaſs; if Men would but come fincercly to i, 
and keep cloſe to the principal Points in Queſtion. 
The moſt- convenient Method, and moſt natural O. 
der of Enquiry, would, I conceive, be This follov- 
ing one. | ; 

I. What the Doctrine to be examin'd is. 


II. Whether it be poſſible ? 


III. Whether it be Trae: . 
I Ths 


i. 


er 
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I, 
The firſt Queſtion is, That the Doctrine is; which 


lies in Theſe Particulars. 


1. That the Father is God (in the ſtrict Senſe of Ne- 


S as oppoſed to precarions Exiſtence) and 


the Son God, and the Holy-Gholt God, in the ſame 


© Senſe of the Word God. 


2. That the Father is not the Son, nor the Son 
the Father, nor the Holy - Ghoſt either Father or 


Fon: They are diſtin, ſo that One is not the O- 


ther; that is, as we now term it, They are Three 


* diſtint Perſons, and two of em eternally referr'd up 


to One. 

z. Theſe Three, however diſtint enough to be 
Three Perſons, are yet united enough to be One 
God, 


II. 


The ſecond Queſtion is, Whether the Dodd rine be 
poſſible? All that relates to This Queſtion, is reſolvi- 
ble into three ot her Queſtions. 

1. Whether there can be Three Perſons TVVeceſſari/y « 
exiſting 

2. Whether Three ſuch Perſons can be Oz? God, 
in the Nature of the Thing it ſelf, or upon the Foot 
of mere Natural Reaſon ? 

z. Whether They can be One God, conſiſtently with 
any Data in Scripture, any thing plainly laid down 
in Sacred Writ; as, ſuppoſe, Subordinaliou, Miſſion, Ce- 
neration? | | 
If any one of Theſe Queſtions can be determin'd 
in the Negative with ſufficient Certainty; then the 
Doctrine, as here ſtated, is not ple: But if none 
of Theſe Queſtions can be with any Certainty deter- 


min'd in the Negative, the Doctrine then multi be al- 


lowed to be poſible. 
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1. The firſt Queſtion cannot be determin'd in the 
Negative; For, after frequent Trials fo to determine 
it, no one has been yer found able to do it: All 
the pretended Proofs of it are Sophiſtical; They may 
be, They have been, ſhown to be ſo. 

2. As to the Second Queſtion, no one has li- 
therto been able to determine it in the Negatise; 
tho' often attempted. And there is this Reaton to 
be given why it never can be done; that no certain 
Principle ot 1nd:viduation ever has, or can be fix'd: 
Upon which alone the Reſolution of That Que- 
ſtion, on the Foot of mere Natural Reaſon, intirdy 
depends. 

z. As to the Third Queſtion, there is no determin- 
ing it in the Negative; becauſe it is certain that Sub- 
ordination, or Aunõ%ο, may be conſiſtent with Equality 
of Nature; as is {cen cven in Men. And if it be 
pleaded, that ſuch Subordination is not conſiſtent with 
the Mnity, (tho' it might with the Equality) our 
Idcas of the Unity are too imperfect to reaſon ſolidly 
upon: Nor can any Man prove that every Kind of 
Unity muſt be cither zoo cloſe to admit of any Sub- 
ordination, or elle too looſe to make the Perſons One 
God. How ſhall it be ſhown, that the Diſtinctiun 
may not be great enough to anſwer the Subordina- 
tion, & c. and yet the Union cloſe enough to make 
the Perſons Ove God? Our Faculties are not ſuffici- 
ent for Theſe Things. If eternal Generation be obje®- 

d to as a Thing impoſſible, the Objectors ſhould ſhow 
that there cannot be any eternal Reference or Relation 
of One to the Other, as Head, Fountain, or Center: 
Which is the Sum of what crernal Generation amounts 
to; and which, (though often attempted) could 
never yet be proved to carry any thing centradiftory 
in it. Not to mention that could it be really 
proved to be abſurd, or contradictory, yet the min 
Dotirine might poſſibly ſtand independent of it; a 
mong ſuch at leaſt as ſcruple not to throw off the 
Autieuts, and confine the Diſpute ro Scripture alone: 


Which 
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Which is not ſo clear or full for the eternal Genera- 


tion,; as it is for the eternal Exiſexce of the Son. 
Upon the whole, ſince the Doctrine can never be 
proved to be impoſſible ; it mult be allowed to be poſ- 
/ble: And now, 


III. 
The Third and laſt Queſtion is, whether the 


Doctrine be True? For the reſolving of which, we 
muſt have Recourſe to Scripture, and Avtiquity. 
Whoever undertakes to debate This Queſtion, ſhould 
forbear every Topick drawn from the Nature of the 
Thing; becauſe ſuch Arguments belong only to the 
other Queſtion, Whether the Doctrine be poſſible : 
And, in all Reaſon, the Poſſiviliry ſhould be pre- 
ſuppoſed in all our Diſputes from Scripture, or Ja— 
thers. 

By what I have here obſerved, it appears that the 
Controverſy of the Trinity may be caſily brought 
to a ſhort Iſſue, and be compriſed in Iwo Sheets 
of Paper. The Strength of the Adverſarics moſt cer- 
tainly lies in the Queſtion of the Poſſibility: And if 
They have any thing conſiderable to urge, it may 
be diſpatch'd in a very few Words; One Demonſtra- 
tion (if any one can be found) being as good as a 
Hundred. 

If none can be found, I doubt not bur all rea- 
ſonable Men will immediately give up the Point 
in reſpect of Scripture, and Antiquity; which have 
been ſo often, and ſo unanſwerably proved to be on 
our Side. | 
My hearty Concern for Truth, on whatever Side 
it may be conceived to lie, and my Deſire to ſubmir 
every Doctrine (not excepting even Thoſe which we 
call Fundamental ) to a free and fair Trial, makes me 
willing to offer Thoſe Hints; which may be uſeful 
to our Adverlaries, if there be any real Strength in 
the Cauſe They have undertaken, I am not atraid of 

X X X 2 point- 
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pointing out to Them the ſhorteſt and readieſt wy 
of Contuting us, if there be any Way of doing i, 
Let Them try the Strength of their Philoſophy, cr 
Aetaphyſicks, when They pleaſe: I defire only t 
have the Cauſe put upon clear and ſolid Rcaſon— 
ing, upon firm Principles purſued by regular, and 
juſt Inferences, or Deductions, And let the World 
ſce whether any modern Improvements in Philoſophy, 
Logick, or Metaphyſicks, can raiſe Arianiſm up, in 
Theſe latter Days, which never could be ſupported, 
formerly, by all that Human Wit and Learning could 
invent, or contrive for it, 
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O U conclude with a Poſtſcript relating to 
Dr. Calamy: Whom you firſt reproach 
very roundly, as one that has been hon h 
out miſled, by tru/ling to my Citations, and 
Comments, You ought to beg his Pardon for This 
unrighteous Report; which was not made in the Fear 
F God, nor under a ſenſe of the common Obligations 
of Humanity, or Fuſtice towards Man. If I ſhould re- 
port that you had been frequently, (I do not ſay 
throughout) miſled by Dr. Clarke's Citations, and Com- 
ments; I ſhould fay no more than I have given a- 
bundant Proof of: But what Proof have you given 
that Dr. Calamy has been Throughout miſled by mine ? 
I know not whether you will be able to give a ſin- 
gle Example of it. However it had been but juſt, 
rather to have ſaid that He had been miſled by truſt- 
Ing to his own Fudgment, concurring with mine. For, 
It 1s plain enough that the Doctor has examin'd for 
Himſelf : And if He has fallen, in a great meaſure, 
into 


334 ANSWER to 


into the ſame way of thinking with Me; it 15 555 


as truſting to my Citations, or Comments, but as apnryy. 
' " 0. — FL. 

ing the Grounds upon which They ſtand. You bad 
the leis realen to reproach Him as baving bc 
troughout miſlea by Me, when the main Deſign cf 


your Poſ?/cript is to intimate to the \y orld that Hz 
differs hom me in one part of his Scheme, which you 
think very conſiderable: An Argument, ſurc, that 
He did not take Things upon Traſt from others; but 
couſidered and examined carefully, before He gave in- 
to Them. 

The ſecond Citation which you produce from im, 
to intimate to me (as you pretend) the Conſequence of 
my Noticn, relates not to my Notion 3 nor Was it Written 
with any ſuch Ji, but with regard to quite aus- 
ther Notion x. The unaccountable Part you have here 
acted, in citing it and tacking it moſt unrightcouſſy 
to the former, muſt make your very Friends bluſh for 
ou, or ſtand aſtoniſhed at you. Whether it wa; 
done with Don, or was purely Blender, the Aulbur 
of the Poſiſcripe (for J would gladly hope, it was not 
You) belt knows. Suppoſe it owing to Haſte, and 
Carecicſſacſs ; yet even want of Care, in Charges of This 
kind, will be apt to caſt ſome Blemiſh upon a Wi 
ter's 7eneftly, or Probity. 

I lay hold on This Opportunity of thanbing 
Dr. Calamy for his learned, and uſeful Labours in 
Deſenſe of our Common Faith: And it is with Plc- 
fure I take notice of the ſeaſonable Stand which He 
and many Others (the moſt eminent and moſt con- 
fiderable Men of the Diſſenting way) have made, in 
oppoſition to the threatning Defection, and to preſc:”s 

their Fiocks in Time of Danger. If He has any 
where differed from me, in lefs material Points, bold— 
ing the Foundation ſure, the Poctrine of a real and 
coc qual Trinity; He is at liberty to follow his own 


* Sce Dr. Calamy's Sermons, p. 345. 


fudgment, 


„ 


the POSTSCRIPT, $35 


judgment, and to defend the main Articles in ſuch 2 
| way as appears to Him moſt reaſonable, and ficeſt 


from Embaraſſments. I will firſt ſuppoſe that He 
really differs from me, in the Point of Subordination 
(tho', I conceive, He does not) yet what Advantage 


do you propoſe to reap from it, that you ſhould now 
ſo plume your ſelf upon it? Do not deceive your 


ſelf in This Matter: It Dr. Calamy has made any 


| Conceſſion of This kind, beyond what I have thought 


proper to do ; He will ſtill be able ro maintain his 
Ground againſt Dr. Clarke and his Adherents, both 
from Scripture , and Antiquity. As to Scripture, al- 
lowing any natural Subordination of Chriſt, as God, 
to be inconſiſtent with his eſſential Divinity; The 


| Queſtion then will be > whether your Proots of any 


ſuch natural Subordination (diſtinguiſhed from Oeco- 
zomical) are plainer, ſtronger, or fuller than the Proofs 
of the eſſential Divinity. Here, I conceive, He 
will have the Advantage very evidently, both ia 
the Number, and the Strength of his Proofs. Your 
pretended voluntary Generation He will reject as an 
unſcriptural Drcam of human Invention: Your Scrip- 
ture Proofs of the Neceſſary exiſtence of the Father will 
ſtand upon no better a foot than his Scripture-Proofs 
of the Neceſſary exiſtence of the Son. Your Pretences 
from the Prepoſitions, Of, By, Through, or In, He 
will reſolve into Occonomical Order: And you will 
not be able to prove from 1 Cor. viii. g. that God 
the Son is included in the all Things which are 
of the Farher. Afetaphy/icks you will be aſhamed 
to offer; having ſo often pretended to condema 
Them in Us. All your little Quibbles about derive 
ed and underi ved, about Cauſe and Effett, about Acts 
bf the Mill, about Identical Subſtance, Identical Lives, 
and the like, will drop at once. In ſhort, when Au- 
tiquity is ſet aſide, you will find it extremely difficult 
to make it appear that the Scripture Account of Sub- 
ordination neceſſarily infers any natural Subordination, 
or may not poſhbly be underſtood of Oeconomical on- 


ly; 


536 ANSWER to 


ly; as ſome Writers of Note ſeem to have underſlocd, 
as high as the ſixth Century *, if not higher. 

As to Antiquity, you will be able to prove a nay. 
ral Subordination, very plainly, from the earlic{t Fa. 
thers : But not more plainly than Dr. Calamy will by 
able to prove the Conſubſtantiality, Coeternity, Omni. 
pre ence, Omniſcience, and other divine Attributes of 
God the Son: Not more plainly than He will probe 
from the Antients, that the Father and Son are cn 
God, (one God moſt High) that Creature-worji i i; 
Idolatry, that no inferior God muſt be admitted, and 
the like. The Queſtion then will be (ſince the A. 
tients, upon the preſent Hypotheſis, muſt be ſaid to 
have contradicted Themſelves , and each other) 1 
fay, the Queſtion will be, whether you have wr 
and ſtronger Teſtimonies for one part of the Coma. 
diction, than the Doctor will have for the other part, 
Hcere again Ie will manifeſtly have the Advantage 
over you, in the Number and Strength of his Teli- 
monies: And He may juſtly plead, either to have 
the Evidence of Antiquity ſet aſide as aull; or tit 
the many Tencts, wherein the Fathers agree with his 
Scheme, be admitted as more conſiderable than the 
few Tenets wherein They agree with you. Thus, 
fo far as I apprehend, you and your Friends wil 
be really no Gainers by Dr. Calamy's Conceſlions; 
or by throwing off the Subordination , as impſivic 
and contradiftory, on Both fides. 

Nevertheleſs, I am fully and unalterably perſund-d, 
that the true, and right way is, to admit the Sabi. 
tion, and to aſſert the eſſential Divinity of all the Ihe 
Perſons together with it. Both Parts appear to be . 
ed in Scripture, and were undoubtedly believed ty t 
Antients in general: And there is no Repugnauc) be- 
tween them, more than what lies in miſtaken Fancy» 
or Imagination, I know not Whether Dr. Cai) 


* Sce Folius apud Photium, Cod. 222. p. 624, 625. 
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might not pay too great a Regard to Dr. Clarke's par- 
tial Repreſentation of this Matter; and fo take Bp. 
Pearſon's and Bp. Bull's Scntiments ſomething other- 
wiſe than They intended them. I obſerve, that He 
admits x eternal Generation, neceſſary Emanation, and Na- 
tural Order; which is, in other Words, admitting 
all that is intended by priority of Order, or Subor- 
dinatien. The Son proceeds from the Father; The 
Father from none This is the Difference of natu- 
ral Order which the Antients, and after Them Thoſe 
Two excellent 4oderas, ſpeak of; viz. that the Son 
is referr'd up to the Father as to a Head, or Foun- 
tain, and not vice verſa, This Reference, or Rela- 
tion of the Son to the Father, we call Subordina- 
tion: And This is all that is zatural, the reſt is oeco- 
nomical. If Dr. Clarke has repreſented Sabordination 
otherwiſe, pretending Bp. Pearſon's or Bp. Bull's Au- 
thority for it, He as done unfairly: And perhaps 
Dr. Calamy intended no more than to condemn the 
Notion. ſo repreſented t. Which is not condemning 
either Bp. Pear, on's, or Bp. Bulls, or My Do- 
ctrine; bur ſomething elſe which others have invent- 
ed for us. 

I know not indeed whether you'll allow me to put 
my ſelf in; becauſe I am repreſented as teaching a 
real Co- ordination , and a verbal Subordination only. 
But I am very certain that the ſam? Objection, or 
rather Cavil, lics cqually againſt Bp. Pearſon, or 


* Serm. P. 20: 49, 263. 
+ * Whoſoever will be at the Pains to compare the ſeveral Pal- 
* ſages cited by Dr. Clarke, as they ſtand in the Places whence 
they are taken, with other clear and expreis Paſlages ot our 
learned Author ( Biſhop Bull) and with the whole Scope and 
** Purport of his Reaſonings for the Truth of the Nicege Do- 
* Erine, muſt evidently perceive that theic are all piaced 12. 
* Anotber Light than in the Book referred to: Thar ſome are 
directly contrary to the Author's true Mea, and to his Be 
ſign in Writing; and mot of the reſt 1co/7/towt, at caſt, with 
* the fame, as the D.tor very well lw. Nos; Lite of 
Bull, p. 326, 327. 
T.Y.Y Bp. 
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Bp. Bull; and you are very ſenſible of it: Only you 
are diſpoſed to ſerve a Turn by making ſome uſe of 
Thoſe great Names. They Both aſſerted a Cocqual. 
ty, in as full and ſtrong Terms as I any where do; 
Which Coequality you are pleaſed ro miſcall, in Me, 
Co-ordination ; aſſuming a itrange Liberty of altering 
the Scnle of Words, and affecting to ſpeak a neu Lan- 
guage, to make way for a new. Faith, 

To conclude, If Dr. Calamy and I really differ, (; 
I think we do not) we agree however in the mais 
Points, and much better than our late Revivers of 4. 
rianiſe agree among Themſelves. And I doubt not 
but that by the united Labours of the true Friend; 
of our Common Faiih, (with God's Bleſſing upon 
Them) the vain Attempts of our new Arians, and 
Eunomians, will be defeated and baffled, (as were for- 
merly thofe of their Predeceſſors) and that the Ca- 
tholick Doctrine of the Ever-Bleſſed Trinity, That 
Sacred Depoſitims of ihe Church of Chriſt , will be 
preſerved whole and entire, and handed down, as to 
Us, fo to our laiclt Pulterity, through all Genen— 
tions. 
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Principal Matters. 


A. 


AE. (Divine) hard to determine what ſhall be 
ſo call d. i Page 331 
Adoration, fee Worſhip. 
"AyerTO, 7 How they differ, and which of them ap- 
and « plicable to Chrifl, 260, - 267, 510, 
Av amT©, \ 512 
Alexander ef Alexandria cited and vindicated. 52, 299 
Antients. xc rr to be reſerr'd to in the preſent Con 


troder/y. Pref. xx — xxiv. 
In woat Caſes, and how far their Teſtimonics 

are to be admitted. 493 
Tucir Words, in ſome Caſes, not to be too rigo— 

rouſly interpreted. 339, 342 
nn exclude not the Son from the one Godhead. 71 
deny that the Sou is another God. 72 

teach that the Father aud Son are the ſame 

God. | 76, 131 
n Texts meant of the Supreme God to God 
the Son. 131 

| don't diſtinguiſh betwees Supreme and inferior 
Wor ſhip. 395 —397 
e———i what Terms they expreſs d the Trinity and 
Unity. 454, 460 
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I prin the Modern Arians differ from them» 
| Page 487-492 
| Antiochian Fathers cited and explain'd. 149 
' Arians, (Modern) their Artificial Management of the 
Controverſy, Pref. iv. 
think more meanly of Chriſt than their Prede- 
ceſſors. 167, 386, 416 
—— confound Being and Perſon | 437 
—— aid Co-equality with Co-ordination. 101 
——— and Self- Exiſtence with Neceſſary Exiſtence. 
433435 
— deny the Subſtance of God to be God. 424 
— equivocate in calling the Son God by Nature 470 
M Divinity they are willing to allow him. 338 
— ſuppoſe the Son a Creature. 359—361, 366 
— defeat every Argument of the Father's Divinity. 
259 
aud yet male the Father and Son to be Two Gods. 
198, 206 
— ae Metaphy licks their laſt Retreat. 4, 68, 


113, 335, 430, 439, 489. 516, 519, 525 
w—— fix new Ideas to old Terms. 314, 331, 333, 520 


——— Their Fundamental Error, hat 439 
Athanaſius cited and vindicated. 66, 301, 443, 444, 
5955 507 


—— Greg. Nazianzen's Character of him. 460, 462 
Athenagoras cited and explain d. 77-83, 271273, 


; 295» 392 
Auſtin cited and explain'd. 310 
B. 

Baſil cited and explain d 307, 343, 363, 513 

Being and Perſon confounded. 437 

Bull ( Biſhop ) vindicated 138, 2955 298, 406, 514 
O. 


Characters of the one true God applied to the Son. 225 
Clarke (Dr.) His Notion of individual Subſtance. 
| 326, 438 
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— of Idol Mediators. | Page 378, 37) 
—— His Diſtinction of Will of Approbation, and Wl 
of Choice. * 


. 314 
— partial in his Quotations, 493—51; 
—— his Propoſitions Novel, and falſe. 4.87 


Clemens of Alexandria cited and vindicated. 71, 94, 
— 102, 145, 276, 280, 297) 392, 394 


Co-equality confounded with Co-ordination. 101 
—— conſiſtent with Priority of Order. 24 — 101 194 
449 

Creation, by or thro' Chriſt, how to be underſtood. 38, 
| 186 

—— by the three Perſons in Concert. 340 
—— entitles the Son to equal Worſhip with the Fathcr, 
413. 

Cyril of Alexandria cited and explain' d. 307 
Cyril of Jeruſalem cited and vindicated. 331 
Cyprian cited and explain'd. 1177 148 


D. 


D:riv'd and Underiv'd, the Characters confider'd. 220 
Dionyſius of Alexandria cited and vindicated, 51, 120, 
299 

Dionyſius f Rome cited and vindicated. 117 — 120, 
299, 346 

Ditheiſm charg'd upon the modern Arians. 198, 206 
Dominion expre/s'4 by Lord, and not by God. 185, 215 

See Supremacy of Dominion. 


E. 


F.manation, ſee Generation and Neceſſary Exiſtence. 
Epiphanins cited and explain'd. 63,30! 
Equality of Nature ia the Godhead, what it means. 178 
Eternity aſcrib'd to Father and Son in the ſame Scrip- 
ture-U hraſes. 246 
Euſcbius cited. 2 8, 1275 153. — 167, 3435 409 
—— How far his Authority is to be receiv' d. 38, 422 
Excluſive Terms ſometimes leave roam for tacit Excep- 
tions 315 16, 84 
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=—to be underſtood only in Oppoſition to what they are 
oppos d to. Page 57, 99, 198, 390 
F. 


Father (in the Godhead) expreſſes a Relation of Order 
and Mode of Exiſtence. 176, 177 

— —ſuppoſes him to have a Son equal to himſelf. 28 

is the Head of both the other Perſons. 65 

Father's Divinity, Every Argument for it defeated by the 
modern Arians. 250 

Fathers (Ante-nicene) conſtantly appeal'd to by the Catho- 
licks in the Arian Controverſy. Pref. v. —-xx. 
See Antients. 

Fundamental Article of Religion; the controverted Arti- 


cle ſuch a one. 16 
G. 

Generation of the Son, temporal and eternal, aſſerted by 

the Antients. 285 

——A Three-fold Generation aſſerted by the Anticats. 

| 316 

But neither of them implying Mutability or Change. 

347 


— — What they underſtood by eternal Generation. 292 
— - How they underſtood it to be an Act of the Father. 

14, 256, 313 
on they underſtood it to be by the Will of the Fa- 


ther. 290—312 
— They who admitted not of an eternal Generation, yer 
aſſerted an eternal Exiſtence. 322 
Gop, a Name of Nature and Subſtance, not of Office 
or Dominion. 4.5, 215 
— —denutes aliſolute Perfection, whether applicd to Father 
or Son. 1755 252 
— —The Difference between being God in the fame Senſe, 
and in the ſame Manner. 53 
——Two Gods ever allow'd by the Autients. 75 
— Father a4 Son aſſerted by the Antients to be the 
ſame God. 8 76 
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Greg. Nazianzen cited and vindicated. Page 460 — 4, 


Gregory Nyſſen cited and eæplain d. 308-310 
3 
Hermas cited and vindicated. 232 


Hippolytus cited and vindicated. 42 —44, 66, 110 
L135 147: 397-299 


Honour, how it differs from Worſhip. 388 
J. 

Idol Mediators, Dr. Clarke's Notion of them weak and 

growndleſs. 278, 279 

Jehovah, What it ſignifies. 180 


Ignatius cited and explain d. 259-267, 286-289 
Individual Subſtance, Dr. Clarke's Notion of it. 326 
Individuation, hard to fix any Principle of it. 3 24, 452 


Infinite Powers, neceſſary to the Work, of Redemption, 


If 
—— ſuppoſe an eternal Duration. Ibid, 
Intelligent Agent, How diſtinguiſh'd from Perſon. 37: 
— map be underſtood either of Perlon , or Subſtance. 
50 

Irenæus cited and explain d. 65, 71, 83,93 577 
240, 273, 276, 297, 393 

Judgment, why aſſign d peculiarly to Chriſt. 232 
Juſtin Martyr cited and explain d. 73, 76, 135, 141, 
169, 268, 271, 289, 294, 391, 399 


L 
Lactantius cited and explain d. 121—127, 151, 409 
Lucian cited and explain d. 77 
| 1 
Manifeſtation ere, by Generation. 289 
Marcellus, how charg d by Eulcbius. 192 
Marius Victorinus cited and eæplain' d. 305 
Mediator by Nature, and Mediator by Office, how d. 
ftinguiſh'd. 67. 380 


Mcdiatorial Worſhip confcaer'd at large. 76, KC. 
Medium 
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Medium of Worſhip, how underſtood. Page 376, 377 
See Worſhip Mediatorial. 

Metaphy licks | 

— Te principal Refuge and laſt Retreat of the Modern 
Arians. 4, 68, 113, 225, 335 430 439, 489, 516, 


; Br 595 525 
Methodius cized and vindicated. | 299 
N. 
Neceſſary - Exiſtence to be diſtinguiſh'd from Self-Ex- 
iſtence. I75, 263, 264. 
— Allowing both to ſignify the ſame thing, it. would 
make nothing for the Axians. 312 
— of the Son taught by the Fathers 259,315 
Neceſſity, in what Senſe us'd by the antient Philoſophers. 
257 
Neceſſity of Nature, not us by the Antients in the 
modern Senſe. 256 
Nice (Council of) cited and vindicated. 11 
Novatian cited and vindicated. 61, 129, 150, 232, 299, 
502-507 
O. ns 
O, the Article before ©:25, makes no Difference in the 
Signification. 187 —194 


Oeconomy and Order in the Trinity conſider” d 182 
Omniſcience of the Son aſſerted by the Ante - nicenes. 


238, &c. 
One 
or >» God, in what Senſe us'd by the Autients. 3 90 
Only 


Origen cited and vindicated, 49, 73, 114, 117» 148, 


2 80, 284, 299, 342, 393, 404, 407 
— Some Account of him and his Writings: 352357 


P. 
Pamphilus cited and vindicated; 299 
Perſon, the Notion of it ſtated, 371-374 
= diſtingniſld from intelligent Agent; 373 
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A ihen, and upon what Occaſion firſt us d. 218 — 
Aon abus d by the Sabellians. 211 
Powers Divine, in what Senſe aſcrib'd to Chriſt by the 

modern Arians bg 338 
Precarious Being, the ſame thing with Creature. 22 
The Son precarious upon the modern Scheme. ibid. 
Preſcience and Free- Will more difficult to be reconcil'd 

than Trinity and Unity. 430 
Priority of Order conſiſtent with Coequality. 101, 194 
[goo ov what it ſignifies, and How it differs from 


'VrGums. 217, 218 

ben firſt usd by the Fathers in reſpett of the 

Trinity. | | 218, 455 
R. 

Redemption, whether it requires infinite Powers, con- 

quently eternal Duration. 253 
S. 

Sabellians, their Hereſy, what. 217, 466 

Their Notion of Subſtance and Perſon. 218 


Sameneſs in the Deity, the Degree of it inexplicavls 


221, 237 


Made by Union. 8 329, 399, 452 
Sardican Council falſely ſo called. 304 
Self- exiſtence ro be diſtinguiſh d from Neceſlary - exilt- 
ence. | NES, 

But confounded by the Arians. 6 


wn T be one not 4 greater Perfection than the other. 
By | | | 222 


All _—_ both ” ſnify the ſame, wou'd be no Al- 


vantage to the Arians. | 313 
—— A Negative Jaca. 43 
Similitudes made uſe of to illuſtrate the Trinity. 318 
Sirmian Council explain d. iel 
Soul (Human) aſſum d by Chriſt, 2 (SIS 


Subſtance, 
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Subſtance, when and upon what Occaſion the Word was 


rſt introduced into the Controverſy. 454 
Subſtance individual, Dr. Clarke's Notion of it. 326 
O and the ſame in the Three Perſons. 272 
Divine) if extended, muſt have Parts. ibid. 452 
(Singular, identical) confider'd. ibid. 
Subſtantia, whether it anſwers to the Greek 'Ymeguos. 

5 

I 2phat Senſe us d by the Latins. i510. 
—ITires Subſtantiz, Fa 6 and by whom us d. "LTP 
Supremacy of Dominion, how abus'd and N by 

the modern Arians. 48, 515, 520 
ot the only material Queſtion. 20, 485 


Nature, Order and Office ra be di iſtinguiſh'd. 24 
A the Godhead, wherein it conſiſts. 171, 177, 181 
Supreme God, an Expreſſ on ſeldom us d in Scripture or 


Antiquity. 201 
—— What Uſe made of it by the modern Arians 360 
T. 

Tatian cited and windicated. 294-295. 392 


Tertullian cited and vindicated. 72, 73, 102,110, 146 


208, 297. 392 

Fheopaulus of Antioch cited and vindicated, 141143, 
170, 295, — 2977382 

Oils with or without the Article conſider d. 187-194. 


Oel rus, what it ſronifies. 216 
Titles of the Father don't exclude the Son and Holy Ghoſt. 

62 
Trinity, of the Arians, what. 425 


how expreſs'd by the Ante-nicenes. 

ben and upon what Occaſion the Word was 27 
ui d. ibid. 
A ſhort Method of ending the Controverſy. 528-532 


U. 


Union ſaſfcient to make Sameneſs. 329,399,452 
Unity of the Godhead, in what the Antients plac'd it. 

70, 77, 207, 212 
2 2 2 2 Targa, 
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T. 
Tango lea in what Senſe usd in Scripture. | 22 
Trdęwtois, what it ſnifies, aud hop it differs Pa 


IIS 217, 218, 245 
———— How it differs from Subſtantia. 457 
——— Three Hypoſtaſes, ar one, how anderſtood. 456 


W. 


Whiſton ( Ar.) noted, Pr. v, &c. 282, 286, 346, 308, 

460 
Will (the Word) in what Senſe us'd by the Antients. 2 86 
of Approbation and of Choice diſtiugniſh'd. 314 
Worſhip due to the Son before the Incarnation. 412, 413 


ot founded upon the Power of Judging. 412—417 


a Proof of his Divinity. 33 
ot due to inferior Gods. 35 
————the Foundation it. 20} 
terminates in the Divine Nature. 383 
— (mediatorial) cogſider d at large. 376 
————-hov it differs from Honour. 388 


———Supreme and inferior not diſtinguiſbd by the A 


tients. 3912395, 405 
——(inf{crior) terminates where oſfer d. 395, 297 
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